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, : . REACTIONS/ISSUES

Outeide ARPA ancr~=ﬁs. The ARPA program has been well received by 0SD,
oM, and the Conglusa. Presentation ef “thrusts' had been easily uvnderstood
and the potential significance of tha breakthroughs readily appreciated,

¥herceas prics to FY 19}b, thz total
at arvcund $z00M, this year's budget
of enthusiasgnm hﬂs been genernted for the program in the Services, Joint
Chiclis of Sveff, tho BDRAE, und the Secrctary of Defense.

will be _} A great deal

< -

in Ded and its determinaiion

AR
) Lerd-hittd sanlzatiocn presents & sot of
manapenant fssves wolch mus t U(ccssfully to maintain the
organization's vigor. Somc of these follow; ’

© Staffing snd Personnzl Policies -- There must be continuing manape-
ment sensitivity to the need fox p1OJCESLCn?l staff turnover. This
is essentinl to the difficuls process of cresting now programs,
: NEge vho zre curvest in rapidly changing tech-

kceping Yroj
nolopies, and

sooyescive and vitsl programe.

i
{ .

o7 dinayy ernd agerensive efforte are required

: emg Lo trausition lguul ts of ALPA Tescarch

to the M*IBL ary Serxvicer. There are no avtonatic ox built-in
processes or policics which assure that Lhis happons—=the initiative
is with ARPA. It is egsential that close aud continuing contact be
maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff, Assistant Secretavies for RoD,

Of T L&" 1.Ac:ujcwllou Commands {(AFSC, WAVHAT,

angd Commanding Officors
ey bricfings and meetings.

DARCGH) by deliberctely

s = - —

O Yhe ARPA Ymaze —— Care and selcciiwity most be exercised to avoid:

involverment in rescarch programs promoted hy Service RE&D organizolicns
_ solely to secure ARPA fundiag support. ARDA shou‘d recegnize and

. vemsin insensitive to Serviee KED znd ODDRGE Staff members who per-
ceive of ARPA as an "interferox' with institutilonal biases: & objectives,
They would prefer to sec ARPA ouvtside of the mainstream issucs. The
vitality of the orpanization is largely devived from its mission of
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken
critic. ' '

—
e ——— A g e T

ARPA budgel remained essentin Lly static Sl

I



o Visibility of Demonstration Proprams —= for the {irst time, ARPA
has cstablished dn FY 1978 o program element making visible major
new technelogy demonstraticn efforts and the relatively large
1espuerces they may require. Prelimirary Congressional and 0sD
Staif rcaction has been positive, but critics may still raise the
cuestion, "Way ARPA?". These technology demonstration programs will
moterially ald the transfer of teclinologies to the Services who
must vltimately develop the material or techniques for Service
application. Meaningful (as near fu1l scale as possible) demonstre-
tions have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potencinl of
ney technolegy and help to accelerate the othorwise loiz, dravo-pon
material development cycles of Servize-proprams.. The alternative of
tinply 1eporting research findings ang speculating on their potential
rore often than not means Promising results go unnoticed and are
ncver considered or may be subsequently dupliczted by the Services
or are subjected to long and frequent sub-eritical exploitation attempts.

© Technolopy Assessments —— The Technology Assessments Office vas Gin-
established at the end of FY 1976. fThose efforts underwzy vhich wern
velatable to the other technical offices werc transferrcd to those
offices. In the future, technologzy assessments will be wvndertaken
s part of the technical office function to exanine and conpare the
U.8. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives for the
Office. Those technolegy assessment efforts vhich are of broad AR
or Dol scope will continue under direct managenent of the Director,
ZRPA, :




JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

The Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff did
not prepare issue papers for the Ford-Carter
Transition Team.



osh
NET ASSESSMENT

ISSUES

The Office of the Director of Net Assessment has no specifically defined
‘responsibility for preparation or presentation of particular budget issuen
or Congressional testimony as part of the annual appropriations process.
During the FY 1977 budget cycle, 0SD/NA provided direct support for
Secretary Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary Ellsworth in preparation of a
variety of materials to support budget testimony and other Congressional
appearaunces by the Secretary. To this point in the budget cycle for

FY 1978, the office has been involved in preparation of Volume I of

the Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense, and in the development

of a program for the Department to respond to Congressional requests

for comparative weapon system presentations.

T B
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. _." {-DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND mcmmc R

‘The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by DDR&E
-for the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford
to the Carter Aduwinistration. Although they do mot fully conform to
-the definition of "issue papers" es defined by U.S. News and World
‘Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly
within the intent of that definition. : '

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed
in Fnclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with-
holding under exemption 5.a.(1), in that they contain advice, opinions,
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose.

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under
exemption 1 in that they. contain classified security information.
" The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the
denied information is properly classified under E.O0. 11652 and its

disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the

national security.

Partial denial 1s being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
5.a.(1); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); 1i.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans. ’

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo-
sure 3, the "eignificant and legitimate governmental purpose” is the
protection of the ability of the govermment to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub-
lic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly,
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions

wvere prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence
them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements,

Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.

TR L




Note:

Enclasure 1

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED

Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.

Defense R&D Laboratories
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs)
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers

Joint Service Development/Test Programs’

" Systems Acquisition Management

Prototyping

Travel Funds

DOD Medical Research Charter

Reduction of Qutyear Operatiqg and Support {0&S) Costs
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
Life Cycle Cost {LCC} Reduction

Design to Cost .

Specificati;ns and Standards

:f{eliability and Maintainability

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Pr;ctice
Competition in Defeﬁsé Procurement

Expeditious JOT&E ¢f IIR MAVERICK




DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES

1. Subject of Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. :

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories .
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per yvear, about one-half of which
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are

_ directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the

laboratories. y
o "_'The laboratories' roles in Techrnology Ba;se'pllanning and
.- supervision'is being increased. To initiate this, block
- funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead
- laboratory concepts for technology areas have been
-+ implemented. : .o .
o . We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a _
... technique for apportioning the resources across the various
- technology areas in the Technology Base. N

0. The laboratories are being assigned prime technology
" area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant ‘

~ and lesser productive areas. IP -

o - The percentage of the Technology Base work which is
. .. performed by universities and industry is being increased
" .."'to take advantage of their unique contributions te the

" o0 -The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi-
.7/ 7% - tiom is being increased. To expedite this a change to DeD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
AsZ¥essment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council Milestones I and IIL. Coo '

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being
implemented.

4, . Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the

.Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the

amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in-
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house.

' The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is

approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown ‘
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the
end of F'Y 78. R ' g o

. o



ER L

-

" UNCLASSIFIED -

"- FEDERAL CON'I‘R_ACT RESEARCH CENTERS
. (FCRCs)

N

P ..‘ .‘.. . . . . L

1. Issue:; Will the revised policies and procedures for managiAng DoD-

Federal Contract Research Centers {FCRCS) be acceptable to Congress‘?

2. Backgroun : Federal Contract Research Centers {FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government
a.gencnes have similar orgamzatlons. -

System Eng‘i‘neering/ - Studies &

Laboratories  Tech Direction (SE/TD) - Analyses (S&A)
S (FY76) (FY76) ,  (FY76)
" MIT Lincoln =~ $51M  MITRE Corp _ $45M  RAND  $17M
‘Johns Hopking' $53M  Aerospace Corp $82M CNA . $1oM
'Penn State  $8M ST . ANSER $2M
s S N AT PR 07 O $11M
$112.M S $127M T $40M

Labora.torLFCRCs perform d].ffzcult tec'hmcal pro;ects embra.r:lng both
research and new prototype systems concepts, (SE/TD) FCRCs provide

-technical support in defining, developing, -producing and fielding space,

commurications and command and control (C3) systems, (S&A) FCRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations

o for force planners, logistics managers, R&D managers, hlgh officials

on DoD staffs, etc. .

A high degree of control is maintained over FGRCs. -The Senate Armed

Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceiling. Four major prob-

| .'__Iema exist mth usmg FCRCG‘ S e L e _ *

o Several years ago, Cong"ess e:’pressed concern regardmg salaries,

"number, size of operation, etc, These concerns resulted in the
Imposition of a Congressional fiscal Cellmg. However, this ceiling
" has not kept pace with 1n£1at10n. S

o Cona'ressmnal concern has been expressed more recently regarding
how we use FCRCs, i.e.,, as ”ex..en51on of heaaquarters staffs, "
espec:.ally the S&A FCR.CS. '

S P EE LWl ODDIREAT)
UNCLASSIFIED L REAT
Co e . e e 24NovTh




. . o L. UNGLASSIFIED 0 T g
0. .o Partof the for-profit industry sector is o.p-posed to both the non-proflt
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as perta:.ns to the success
of some FCRCs in dlversﬁlcahon.

"o, The fiscal cgiling has espec1a11y been a hmdrance in accomphslung
space and C SE/TD work. : : :

3. DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976

.-1n response to Congressional desires, Principal actions are as follows:

o Analy—ncal Semces (ANSER) will no longer be an FCR.C. o j.=.- N

© The Apphed Physics I_aboratory (J'ohns Hopklns) and Apphed Research

. Laboratory (Penn Sta.te) will not be cons1dered FCRCS beginning in -
" FY 1978 o : chl e T s __‘_..__u,.: S

. -
o - B . - . R — -

XU

- oAb o . - . - . . * .

f." o MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), Pro]e'ct L
R . Air Force (formerly.Project Rand)and the Institute for Defense Analyses

- {IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels, The

. . non-Project Air Force aspects of R.AND Corpora.tmn W111 not be consid- .
,@ _..eredanFCRC . T ___.-u__.'_-_:_ ST “”=-"":3.‘,~"'"'.;

: o MITR_E Bedford w111 be separated from MITRE Washington. All DoD
(. . . G” work will be done at Mitre-Bedford, MITRE- Washington will not
‘ " . ... be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work -

.- . unless of direct benefit to DoD Level of DoD effort at M1tre Beoford
E _w.:ll be governed by DoD C workloa.d o L R
o Aerospace Corp wﬂl be restrlcted to DoD space program endeavors

- ' except on programs of direct benefit to DoD {i. e. joint DoD- NASA).

Level of DoD eifort at AerosEace w:ll be governed by DoD space :
system workload,

4 Current Status-- A report was prowded the four concerned Conoressmnal
Comrmnittees, Informal approval received, DoD will be implementing above
‘actions in the FY:78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions

| -~ -~ ino their reports on the budget will provide basis for future management of
- . FCRCS. - :

(&) L "7 UNCLASSIFIED '

e L . [




: unacceptable hazard,

-

-

- - T . T -

DOD R&D TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS

-0 . T

_ St::bject of Issue: Contiim.ing concern by many groups that huiﬁans

are being used as guinea pigs needlessly and under circumstances of :

e PR . L N AT

' Background: The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who .perfon'r‘z

tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to

‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report

. that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects.

. These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
. had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its
"~ own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human

. volunteer subjects, although this point was careﬁlny avcnded or ignored

mﬂlehearmgs. Ny T SR LRI _

-

DoD Po sition: DoD must conduct tests that use hurman test volunteers

--..in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has

formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed

‘tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, propérly planned,

safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.

;1. . As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level,
-~ they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and
7. “critique of our R&D, In all ca.ses, only fully informed and volunteer

,.:?'_';_..aub_;ects will be used. -

.
17
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the

same basic operational requirements.

2. Background: Uﬁnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystens

intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec-
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
ultimately consumes excessive operations and support resources.
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot

 be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully

examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability,

and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring
Joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreenments, lead Service
assignments, and close coordination with other 0SD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groups.

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates

" for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state

of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoD budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact

“that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to

the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant

"cost reductions.

DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to

stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-
tional requirements. OQur policies to achieve this objective are
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary
in the planning, programning, and budgeting cycles; and when neces-—
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

Status: We have established commonality between Services that is

intended to-satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all
DSARC reviews. Working groups and speclal committees have been formed
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists.
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requiremantd™
process and other existing means to identify those items which are

‘candidates. for Single Service canagement. The assignment of the "lead"

-




YN

Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate QSD
offices. .
At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive

Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR.
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational
requirements.

-

L

LR W - et —paaie -



> mprpmin

Voo te me s tmeme e o

' MUNCLASSIFIED

SYSTEHS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT

T

_Issue: * In order-to maintain national security in times of highly

constrained defense budgesis it is imperativz that we manage the
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner.

Background: The basic policies for the management of defense systems

acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD |
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems.' Since that
time the results of several study efforts for impraoving the defense

systems acquisition process have been.published, i.e., the Commission

on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group.

s

Dob Posnt:on:' While many of the recommanded |mprovements to the

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. '
Current Status:. In many areas we have made major strides in improvipg
the management of DoD systems acquisition.. Some of these managemznt

-tnitiatives are:

" a) Fly-befbre-buy (hardware demonstrafion)‘ ’ .

b} Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones o
c) Competition, especially durlng system validation . .
d) Design to Cost . - e e e

e} - Hi-Lo- force mix LT : A':-;- L
f) Creation of viable options = - . .07 -0 -
g) HMaintaining strong technical base R R
h)f lmproved program managomﬂnt T ‘_—f* : C 5Ei e

Other areas of pronns;ng efforts underway but stull evolvnng are: .

a) "Front*end“ plann:ng*n:ssnon needs and a.fordaolllty
b) Life Cycle Costing -

Sound manacement of defense systems acquisition impacts on the defense
posture of the U.S. 1t is probably the single must important task of

DoD as it impacts dircctly on force readiness, the yearly defense budgat
and also the outyear expznditures for operating and maintaining our

wzapon systems. We will continus to evaluate all facets of the acguisi-
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more eff ica~qL

devalosment, production, opnrnt:on and support of our d-fense system.
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2.

. PROTOTYPIKGE

Issue: To  improve the basis for management decisions during the .
development and acquisition of defense systems and equipment.

Backqround: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demoristration,
rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions.
Tt has been referred to as the "fly before buy'" or "test before buy"!
approach to system acquisition.- In practice, it calls for investment
in-a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, hzs been emphasized as a3 management tool

by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has becomé an important

“ald to defense decision-paking. Congress has debated the merits of

prototyping and endorsed its application in defense programs.

DoD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that reflecks a
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of
risli. It must always be views=d in the decision-maliing context. it
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in jtself. We
emphasize prototyping where it is reeded 1o support and strengthen
our basis for decisions, not as “the thing to do" in order to gct

_-programs approved.

: . -
Lurrent Status: Ve hove gained considerable experience in prouotyping
over the past several years; however, there is still some misuncder-

standing of the difference between ite two fundamental applications.

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the ricks
associated with cpplyinu advanced technology to meet definad cpara-

-tional requiremznts. .These are the "full-scale cngineering develop-

ment" prototypes. (Lxamples: Mechanized Infartry Combat Vehicle;

“Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter;

Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it is Tmpractical to
protolype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied tu subsysters
and components. ({Examples: AVACS Radar; Airborne TACAN; nxvy Fodulor

Elcctronic Warfare Suite.)

Prototyping is c¢lso used to explore and advance now technology prior
to the definition of specific requirements. These are "techriology
base' or "exploratory development" prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities,
stimulates competition .and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs.
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically
Agile Radar.) . : :

" DDREE
- 30 Nov 76
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Budget Related Issue

TRAVEL FUNDS

Issue; CLO(R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77,

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42, 3K. Our request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K, Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K. .

.P-’osition: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate.

Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments.,

ODDIR &AT)
30Nov76
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Budget Related Issue

DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies)

Subiect of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget requests
are beiny denied in cases where any other agency iz conducting research
in the area.

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and ¥Y 77 budget cycle
denied DoD requestis for monzy for research in drug and alcohol abuse, and
a series of infectious and dental diseases. The basis for denial has

been that the Deparitimment, Health, Education, and Welfaore (DHEW) is
doing woxk in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require

any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where

the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commibtment.

A GAOQO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76,

overseas laboratory reviews are underway now whick could cause
further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond.

. B'ud;zetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made until late in

the fiscal yzar. As a result, money bad beez cormmitied to new and

‘continuing eiforts under the authority of the Continuing Resoclution. Thus,

vwhen all funds programmed for the effort were withdravwn, additional
funds were 2lso lost due to the fact that the earlier commmitments to

. contracts had been made and could not be recouped.

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil
and other Federal agancy reseaxch. It conducts research only on the

. unique problems of the Military Services or those aspacts of the

problem that the civil sector canaot or will not address. Thus, rather
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents 2 complimentary
effort that provides spacialized results of interest to DoD. '

-
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UNCLASSIFIED

PEBUCTION OF OUTYTAR GPELATING AND SUPPORT (0L8) COSTS

1. Issva: To reduce the fraction of thes outyear DoD budzat allocated
to system opzrating and support cosls, while atf the samz timz mailntain-—
ing operational readinass.

2. Background: Continued growth in the fraction of thz Dob budget

allocated to oparate and support current systems has icpaired force
modernization. Creater emphasis is needed on reducing the future 0&S

costs of systems now being developed, 50 as to reverse this trend as

‘new systems enter the inventory.

Better visibility on the specific 045 costs of current systems 1s.a
nzcessary step in defining and reduciag the 0&S cost of future systesms.
Tae  next: step is to employ the results of that improved visibility.

3. DoD Position: We are confident that we can achieve the ability to
idantify aand track the 04S costs of individual types of defense systecs.
We must also coatrol thz future 0&5 costs of systems now in developmant
so as to achieve a net reduction in the O&S portion of the DoD budget.

4. ‘Current Status: The DzpSecDa2f memorandum on Reduction of Outyeat
Operating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the HMilitary

D=partmants to establish O&S cost targets for each major system now in
development, and to propose ma2thods to assess the net 04&3 cost impact

" on future D=pa:tr=nt budgets of all DSARC decisions.

The Serv1ces have forwarded their planned dpproacbas to the establisb—
ment of D&S cost goals for all major programs now im the DSARC process
and proposed methodology for amnual assessmzat of the net 0&5 cost
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinemznts
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress.

fe
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VISIBILITY AYD MANA SHENT QF OPERATING AND SUDPGRT COSTS

L. TIssus: To davelop wathads for determining the operating and support
e -

Costs attributable to particelar Defense systems.

2. Backzround: SecDef and DDR&E posture statements for ¥y 1976 men-
tioned the need to improve visibility on the pperating and support
(0&S) costs of current systems, 2s a necessary Step in reducing the
life eycle cost (LCC) of furure weapon systems.

During SecDef's testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDRSE responded
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems.

Thereafrer, Senator Culver proposed 2n amendment to-the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission. This ‘amendazent
vas-deleted im coaference when DoD stated it was unable to provide
such estimates for all major systems. Howaver, DoD did indicate it
wmight be possible to submit LCC estimates for aircraft systems with

. the FY 1978 budger.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well,
and zre improving that capability, but DoD accountiag svstams were not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual weapon
systems. We are working to improve visibility on operating and support
costs. : - :

4. Current Status: ASD{ISL) has been tasked to define the managenzant
information system neaded to account for 0&S costs by weapon systen
type. The Services have presented their proposed management informa-
tion systems for ASD(I&L) review. Refinements in. response to ASD{I&L)
review ‘are now in progress.

ASD (Comptroller) has been tasked to modify the DoD accahnting systenms
a5 mecessary to accommodate the information system defined by ASD(IE&L).

05D and the Services are working to improve cost comparability smong
the Services. : : '

IThe Air Force demonstrated a proiotyp2 O&S cost manzgexmant information
system for aircrafr during FY 1977.2nd is now evaluating its effectivensss
prior to scheduling its expansion to othar types of wezpon sysrems. The
Army and Navy zre working on similar projects, and the Bavy has al

© deviloped plans for an 045 cost Mermagemant Information Syscen for shins.

UECLASSIFIED | OODASE/0ADLP)
22 MOVEM3IER 1976
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LIFE CYCLE COS5T (LCC) REDUCTION

1. 1Issue: To dzfin2 and reduce the total cost of acquiring, cpsrating, main-
taining and supporting defease Systems, while at the same tim~ nmz2intaining
force modernmization, readiness and operacional effectiveness,

2. FRackground: LCC reduction is 2 major objective of the DoD. There is
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Pressat appropria-
tion accounting makas it relatively easy to idemtify developmaat, procurement
and military comstruction costs of specific weapon systems. Howzver, operat-
ing and support (0&5) cost appropriations are related to type of organization

and function, rather than to type of weapon system.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well, and

we are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs

. to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part
of LCC reduction.. Additional steps are necessary to define and reduce the 04S
cast of current and futura veapon systems. Those steps are now undarvay.

4. .Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers):

Design to Cost — DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Dapartments to design systeas to predetermined unit produciion costs, and to
‘trade off periormanca, schadule and quantity as nacessary to meat cost goals,
Most major systems not yet in production either have established DTC goals or
have made cost an "equal partmer" with "cost drivers" in early design studies.-
DIC is an issue at DSARC reviews and corrective action is directed for breach
‘of DIC thresholds.

_ Visibility and Management of Cperating and Support Costs — A DepSazcDef
memorandum dated 16 October 1975 directed ASD(I&L) to dafine the management
information system neaded to account for the 0%S5 costs of current systems by
system type. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems
2s necessary. The Military Despartments have presented their proposals for

.such an information system and refinements are in progress.

Reduction of Outvear Opsrating and Support Costs ~ A DepSecDef mezmorandum
cated 28 February 1975 directed the Military Departments to establish 0&S
cost goals for each major system development program and to proposz methods

for an annual assessmznt of the net lmpact of 211 DSARC decisioas on thz 0&S
poction of their outyzar budgats. The overall objective 1s a nat nonual '
reduction in. that fraction of the Dob budga: allocated to OLS cozra.
Reliability and Maintainability - Relinbility and mwaintaipabilisy {x:aM)
e@r: system paramzters that link systen desliyn charvacteristics to G35 oo,
r2adinzss and operational effecriveness. antitative R&M requiromaars zze
row included in alwmost all DCPs; howavar alicy on R&M neads to ba
clacrified and extend=d to subsystems aond chan-major systems, in o-ders
to facilitate LCC reduction. DDREE and | L) a D Birac-

. r
tvz on this subject and supervising the rovicion o
candards.
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DESIGN TO COST

1. 1Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet nmational
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, etc. It requires planmers to set cost .goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre-~set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. Dob Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-—
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis. While
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost
drivers. : :

ODDR&E /OAD( SAM)
UNCLASSIFIED 1 DECEMBER 1976
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SPECIFICATICNS AND STARDARRS

Problem: With increasing costs of defense systems, Qrain-
ment and material, there were concerns thﬂt milit ary

SpGlelCﬁthu% were the "cost drivers'.

i :
Issue' 'Mllltary specifications and standards have
occablondily contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal
requirements which resulted in excessive costs.

DoD Position: DoD is attacking the problem on three
fronts: B

;_s

a) ASD(IEL)Y and DPRER co- sponsor the Defense Materia
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con-
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza
tion program wmanagemen{ to recommend necessary changes
in policy to the occbez.

b) At the request of r'pSPCD*‘ the Sorvices have

‘established RFP (ne uest for Ty uno:ai) Roview kEnards
to review and “scruw” FPs, prioy to thioir formal
release to hLiddgrs NY GLCESSive T wuiremenin onl
viv ' ;;m, peludirs -
cstabiiashed a Defonse
nd eruvopriate

Status:

A. DMSSB:

1) Now hsve five Tuchnical Fanels (i.e., Matevials.
Electronics, n_‘vlcatiou, Clothing and Tewxtile,
Audio Viszual). The Meirication Funel, for exaemple,
prepared an ini2rim policy on the use of th: meiric
system of measuviement in the Do) which was sirmed

by Depfechay.
2) A tésk

group revised the Dol Standardization
Manuzl co on preparation,

veTIng °UcC““*ca
coordination and managemsn

Lok ks

LY
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BFP Revicw Boaards:

A1l three Servicas have established these review
boards and are actually scrubbing new major sysiem
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RFPs were
submitted to industry prior to.formal release to
bidders soliciting ccmments con the identificaticn
of cost-driving elements and suggestions on how to
meet the intent of the need a2t lower cost.

Defense Science Loard Task Force:

Found that while needing continual dttention fov
improvement, specifications and standards were
adeguate and not the fundamental problem. The
problem was rTeally the over-application (or blanket
application) of these documents, which in many cases.
resulted in unwarranted costs.  Awong the Task Force
TCCOF““WdStiOJG arc: ]) ”tailo* we" oor selective
ication requirements to

an envircament to providse

nidders for pProposing
+ oy o -
a for yrooumnending cozt
¢ casts, gnd C) gaveation
L a3 R o S -y A - o
citication anplicatnions
77 o, ey -~ - i~ P
The Services are currvantly
. 40t e - - = 3 S ew o

emant Liose TedOmmaElliaiticns.,
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Rt .J.ABIL.ITY'ARD HATHTATHABILITY
1. Issve: To reduce thz operating and support cost of defense systaas winile

maintaining or increasing their readiness and opzrational effectiven:zss.

2. Background: Reliability and ‘Maintainability (R&Y) are mezasurable parfor—‘
naaze parameters that link system design characteristics to readioess
effectiveness, operating and support cost. Improved R&M simultaneously
incrzasas readiness and parcentage of successful missions, while decrzasing
maintenance, supply and maapowar requirecents. In the past, field reli:

has oftan been only a fraction of that "dsmonstrated” by the contractor in

'REL DEMO donme to a MIL STD. Tnis occured because REL DEMO test criteria did

not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a
"failure” ware not relevant to actual field experience. O0SD has major
initiatives underway to improve this situatiom. '

3. DoD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed on improving tha R&M of

systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems already in production.

4. Current Starus: Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
T

all DCPs and attainment of these thresholds has bzcoms an issue at DSAXC
reviews. The Daputy Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority

_on &M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his

repc-ts to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the DSARC Chalrman at all
eritical milestone decisions. '

DD2&E and 0ASD(I&L) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure these
jarameters are addressad as an integral part of the acquisition process forw
oth major and less—than-major system znd subsystem programs.

U"\‘.}O

Tone Military D2partments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli-
2bility, ‘especially the reliability of electronics equipmeat. These revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defease industries. They include increased
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more
realistic test facilities is to bz paid for by shorter total test tiwmz and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability valuas.

The Sarvices have recently included in their budgets funds to improve rzadi-—
ness and reduce operating costs Ior equipment im tha field. This is
accomplishad primarily throuzh thz upgrading of equipment reliability a
maintainability idemtified by organlzations spacifically charged with this
responsibility such as thz Alr Force Productivity, Reliability, Availlehillty
and Maintainability (PRAM) Program Office.

Lties are exploring th

modules as basic bL“LLL?:
aguipment, Hizh dezigm
paid for by savings

o
W
4]
v
ui]
(&}
rr
<

Goverenment and industrial tschaslogy
feasibility of using hichly reliable elechr
blocks for widesprezad application to e
reliabilicy and tight quaiity contro
through volwne production and standardi:
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ped which will incentivice

Contractual approaches are baing divelo
to desiga equipmeant for hish réitavility and low repalr costs
sucecessfnlly usaed includz contract award foes and reliability wars
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SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE

1. Subject: The relationships between Soviet science and technology
doctrine and practice and their military technological status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin--"One must
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--"The development of Soviet science has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have techmical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There
1s no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S.
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and
exploiting advanced technology. '

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military
and civil R&D. The rate of azdvance of Soviet military technology--
overall--will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do so.

ODDRSE
2 December 1978
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4.- Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces (e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk

-of surprise is great.
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Issue To ntilize co

orpetition to the panimgm extant feoosible
iuring the acguisition of dzr2nse systems and equipment.
-ackn“O‘rd- . Competition betwesn systen concepls, oresent and "

prerosea systems, contractors, SLbCODu"gﬂhOTS, and even beiveen

the Militsry Depertments is the paramount motivating factor during
toth dovelepment arnd producticn of defencze herdwere. Winning the
development and/or rroduculon contract is a far greater 1nce4t1"

than the profit rate or any "inceéntive cleuse" aftsr competition.

is reduced to a2 sole source.'E ‘ :

DaD B 1t : C0wnot1t1on is to be uszd wherever ecor CWﬂcal1v "
1;&51b e throu ”noat the acguisition cycle, to incinde competitiv .Tg}

develonment, producticn and aliernate sourcing.
L

LoD
JCY.

sy Moot of our reczab major programs include a
rototype poese Curing adw a“ﬂed develomnzat, with
o
)
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“ghoot-off") s a ke
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n into ful

3 Fhg

Cn biigh volume o
5ls0 hweld. E;amphas uluﬁe Lhﬁ ﬂ“ﬁy TCH sed Shi
missiles, the Sparrow and Sidewinder aiv-lo-air missilosg, und tha
K-8 torpa2o. .

Yhen comwetltion is nol economically feasinhle at the w»Pfon girstem
Ysteig and componznt competition is oftan
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1. 1ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system.

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3. RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.
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Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - {Classified)

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and
such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these'papers are unintelligible due to deletions
as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvemént {also on Enclosure 3).
M-X -'

SLBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletic:;ns)

Briefing Paper-(aléo on Enclosure 3}

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible Q/deletions)

Space Dafense funintelligible w/deletions)

High Fnergy Lasers {(unintelligible w/deletions)

FNATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. {also on Enclosure 3)
NET Technical Assessment--~U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E

Chair Heritage (alsc on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Gdidedlproéectile Copperhead {(CLGP)} (alsoc on Enclosure 3)

Impact:.of Procurement Changes on the .F-18 (also on Enclosure 3)
(unintelligible w/deletions)

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3)
Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure. 3}
General Support Rocket System (GSRS} (also on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker {also on Enclosure 3)

Al 2
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. CHEMICAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT

———— st
ry-y
D

t. (U) Subject of Issue: DoD efforts to improve chemical warfare

- -

._(CW) posture, both protective and retaliatory.

" 2.} Backerouwndif
o USSR poses serious threat in CW, - : S L] :
o
o .. 76 UShas ra.tlfxed Geneva Pro:.ocol Wz.th reservation which esse‘_hally
bans first use of Ccw.
3. {(U) DoD Position: Supports effarts to moderpize chemical warfare
. capability and to improve pro*ecuve posture to allow contiouing opera- 3
tlons in a2 CW environment. o I o= :
:-"—. Yoo Current Status: Do e T e T Ce
- Defens‘{re Programs: T ‘ AT -_' ' '-._ e L e
Lo FY 1977 budget coztalned $37.4—M fo* aefens:.ve RD’I’& E, FY 1978 T
- buc‘.fret contams] _j _ ‘ o EER

_ : o FY 1977 Army bx..df-ret contaznﬂd 595 SM for procure—nant O&M
BRI .~ - and war reserve funds; FY 1973 budget ccmta:.ncf “Jall for
lmp;ovemen.. of defensive and p'r'ot.ec‘-x.ve post‘ure. o

‘j'.,'. X }?Y 1977 Air Force deUEL conta ined $17.2M for oretective items;
- FY 1978 comaznsl 'i s "
' Tral ; ; ; : sir T ]
- o Training is being imorovad in boix Army and &ir Force, about !
' parsonnzl will be added to training and disaster preparedness teams
: by TY 1973, '
| .
B : - . ' : OAD{E&LLS)

30 Nowvarnber 1972
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k= Retaliato= Programs:
. ' - ‘l". " .
o Binary chemical munition RDT&E is continuing;, iis
© programmed by FY 1978. N
0
) —_— Ta s
.o No production decision on binary munitions bas been made, nor.
. has any modernization program been undertaken pending further
_ review of national policy in this area. Various studies.are in
. ‘- progress to better develop the DoD position. e L
toe. ) Lol N R ARE R i ' 2T )
R L s e R \
NS RTINS R . Lo T e LT
. - .- B - ; -'._“ - . - - L < - .
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L +Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (UN)
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“M-X

Issus: What should be the M-X develosnent pace?

-
*

Subject \ : - ' o o L -

"The M-X is envisionad as a large, highly accurate, MIRVed ]
‘missile (approximately 170,000 1bs) capable of being moved from
aimpoint to aimpeint in a manner which will conceal its location
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground - -
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the
offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoinis can be prollferated at relatively low cost. The M-X
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also
" retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and
control features 1nherent in a land based ICBM

2,_ Background | ° - e T .

.Four new-generation Soviet ICBMs and‘d ipayload
.variants have been developed since the Vladivostokx Accord. This
evolving Soviet ICBM ferce with its improvements in accuracy,
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is
‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile R§D effort beyond
the current deployment activities indicates z Soviet trend towards
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements.
Survivability of U. S. land based- ICBMs in the 1980s, as well.as a
partial redress of the growing throwweight 1mbalance, can be
achieved by making the TCBM traﬁsvortable and hard to an optimal
_degree. By Dr0v1d1nc credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be aV01ded

h3.' DoD P051t10n"J , ‘ ' B )

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for.

T
strategic deterrence baca
p

use the d1vorsity of three entirely diffcrent

systems will preclude a2 potential disaster by one technology break-
througn. ICBMs offer a unique capability ‘not present in the other
two legs of the TRIAD, namsly, c...Dab.._iL_r across the entire Target
specirum; a time urgent, hard target kill capability; facility ror
positive command and control; and an excelilent inherent caaacity

for rodressing thy orw;-gnt imbalances. 45 the ICBM is vital o ths
TRI should theref )

1AD, its survivabiliny erefaora be insured.




4. Current Status | )
M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development

i
tage for several years, particularly in the areas of guidance

o 3
s e
" and propulsion. )
I - Basing mode studies have been

accomplished, indicating that the shelter and.trench concepts
as the most promising. /

A}

5. Funding (Millioms) Y\

. Fri7s-. 713 80 81 8z
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= Originator: DDREE
- Date:r 7 mT 50 Novewoer 19756
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- . - .\' 4 -
-, o “SLBN/TRIDERT II
3 o S '
Ysgue: Why do ve nood TRIDENT 17 micsile
i. Subject . M
! |
i i
‘
2. Eoahpyound | ST
T in our str5t00'~ TRIAD the SLIM force at sex is the Jlosst :
vargstable by cpposing Strateglc systems. R
!
OB e e LT T T e
- J TRIDINT Y veprosents ancther
timely step 1n the cfgort of expay 1ding the "haystock" '
3. Dod Position \ - Eo e

- By virfuh of

o T
- - s
of thoe TRIDENT submarire, an oyder "Ly 6~"ﬂ1opucn1 of ti
to Tully uwtilize thc e anj . rine cz pan plity is co;si
desirable. : e
-4, Current Statvs | : ' - )
. - Ty
? 155
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' !
5. Funding (Millioms) ° . ) R :
FY 77 § Prior 78 79 §8 &7
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-Originator: DDRSGE .
: Date: 30 November 1976
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(2 BRIE'FING PAPER
L Turneser To d“¢cr bc WEapons Sysicms 33
' might be: C )
Coons .« Construed as having & first strike
vov ol oo o capabilivy e N 3
Lol el 0 = Bubjects of concern if oarms control, o
Loel o w00 e Inegotiations because ol R R
) . Caiv e : Sl .
- AR _ﬁﬂ;:7wff~~ Possible verification problicms.”
o4 . e ~~.Possible threats to Soviet strategic
’ 'ﬂ;f}a~,iy53JL‘ - war~making capabillities. :

4% L laseimaerr s ea s enwa rw e TR TR T armra amaw

oo Yo Yossible First S rike Wezpons

eiveble Teason for our atLCanlUg A ers“

The only conce:s
strike would be to disarm the Soviets, i,e., to deliver a
surprise initial attack of such mzgnitude 3s to rocduce 1o
-2 .relatively negligible level the Soviet capacity for o

~vetaliztion.. Otherwise, we-invite their retaliaiion. - They

hiate haove an assvred second strike capability ~- achieved throug%
& TRIAD similer to our own -- which we cannot cblitrerate by
(%; ny presert or proposed capability, or even by copabili ties
L which are still in the realm of speculation., At least twiceo
) -3n the last thirty years the Soviects did met have an assured
rctallatoxy capability; they were engaged Tin provokiwy us;
_'and yet, it'was not in our nature to autempt even limited
military action dUaLFSt them, = T __wj“
-The ebility to exccute @ disarming first strike rcqxiruﬁ
(three es sentlal B ]---_;‘ »2Lﬁ25a‘. BT :
. f‘ﬁccuxate IOCailOH of all Soviet str ategic. weapon
. O~ Sufficient weapons to attack PL;CLtl oly all &
: “-0 strategic h,“pono. T _
- Svrpr1°e. LA B AN i i
L. Ve do not pPOSSEeSS thhﬂr of tb° £¢ra two milit ary capabili
-+ tiss and our open society forecloses the third cqqe.tial.

o -+ . 8ti11, there are sone who believe that the develcepmeont of
T certain_weapons systems poses a potertlial first strike capo

- bility. In this context, a hard tervget kill (HTK) Cdp,olet}

C.2s most often cited as a first strike capability. An HTK
czpability would be necessary but not sufficient, without -
satis{ying the above criteria, for a first strike. ULS. HTK
capabilitics and goals derive from a desire for effectivencess
and efficiency in a retaliatory rolc, and ~- for those weapons
targeted against his strategic nuclcar forces -- to dcaL.oy
his residual or reserve ferce to preclude cocrcion or further

.war-making capacity after the -onsct of hostilities. = '

T T ey T v = g - e e e Y Arp——. f b mme— o dm g e = e APY o = e = e S -



7 Not only do we not scek a flrst strlkc capablllty, we
,,seek ‘to Teduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in
“a crisis situation: by providing our forces with such char- .
" acteristics.-that an aggressor would not significantly change

- ‘the outcome. by striking -first in a CIlSlS.“.ThiS.iS the
"essence of strateglc Stabllley.- - ::T.,sggﬁfz"<-- o

. Those sys; ms most frequently cr1t1c17ed as haV1ng a
{-flrst strlke capab111ty are: o R

R ' which will be" deceptlvely based
among a large number of hardened aim p01nts. It will satlsfy
_requlrements for,: {1) multiple aim point: basing to redress~m'fas,
‘the increasing vulnerability-of silo based ICB“'s, (Z) greater:.
payload to sonewhat offset the. exlstlng Soviet .throw-weight: 1.,. i
‘advantage 'in new ¥CBM's and SLBM's; and, (3) the capability - - ...
- -to attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set of targets.- IR

. : “5f- Through M-X. development we seek the ab111ty tol T

% , ma1nta1n a credible second strike which is in fact that which .

- €§5~ deters a Soviet first strike.’, However, the ultimate founda-

o @ tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed.

= .~ .Weapons -and not in the weapon- system development. _They are
separable con51derat10ns.$ e T e ] - o

R M-X multlple aim p01nt ba51ng 1s cr1t1c1zcd by‘sone on" Lol
the grounds that it is difficult to verify numbers-of missiles. = -7
We note that while this-may be true in..the general case,.: - .. i ..
deployment constraints can be devised which permit high- con~ . .’

fidence counting even without on-site’ inspection;, and that .
. on-site counting is- quite rellable -in any event.a Bannlnc-fﬂ
. mobile missiles is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since
it is only‘a matter-of time before the survivability.of U.S. "
silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptably low.: Further, mobile : :
ICBM's, because of their high surV1vab111ty, do not 1nV1te a -

first strike (there'is no premium for. str1k1n0_;1rst) and '
hence represent a St&blllZlDU 1nf1uence.j_;@¢;‘ -

;;b. Inproved Yleld and'ﬁccu acy for hIVUT :AN;¢ '-“:;f:

MINUTE\IA\I 1T is bemu 1mprovedf

~These: are’ 1neer1m
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: eSJEﬂ ial equ1va1encc pzn

ol I?J15Mn1 IIT are ina
and higher. YICld to rcp

C. MaRV (Maneuverin

MaRV's are po:ien
missiie They have two
derenalve missiles, the

. system accuracy. /

1

. As Wlth other we
developnent does not thr
quantities can satisfy,

essential criteria for a

d.. Bonbers and Cru1

. Lhese represent
because of the lonu flig

3
nding the avallﬂatllty of M- X. tiumbers
decuate even with improved accuracy

resent a first strike threat.
z Reentry Vehicle):'

tially applicable to any ballistic
ppllcatlons. One is for evading
cther. is for improving overall n1551le

apons systems or connonents this
eaten any adversary. Further deployed
potentially only one of the three

first strlke.

se Missiles.,

‘ ) CT - T - -
no conceiva ble first strike potentlal
ht tlmes 1nvolved

- Verlflcation

2. Subjects-of Concern

a. M-X: Dlscussed

b. Cru1se H15511e5'

“in advanced development:

(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK
ALCM, deployed on B-52s
force effectiveness by a
menting penetration rang
tarwetln" flex1b111ty
The con"entlonﬂlly armed
Navy a nmuch needed capabi
submarines n111 not be o
The nuclear armed Land A
suomarlnes, surface ship
for tactical or strategi

] Both ALCM and TC:
inexpenblv* weapons. Th
2t {1y at high subsonic
t?*c'n very difficult to d

“TERCCM terrain matching

pULlC T warhecad.

above under first strlke.
Two crulse missiles are currently
the air launched cruisé missile
sea launched cruise missile, The
,- could 51gn1flcant1y enhance bomber
1luting Soviet air defenses, supple-
e, and providing increased OVerall
1bntn are two versions of the TOMA!
anti-ship TOMAHAWK will provids th
lity to insure that our ships and
ut-ranged by potential adversaries,
ttack TOMAHAWK could he deploved on
s,.aircraft, and uobite land laLnC eT5
Etach

cC (l-" :.

A
o
c

JAIAWY are highly accerate, flexible
ey are small, aercdypamic vehicies

T spacds at ver} low altitude making
ctect and destroy. They use common
)
R =

guidance, system turbine engine,

i




i . +
f - :
. -~ ' s
1 . # * 4 . LY e
- .
. :
Vo, . ~ . -
: ' - - . Tt
- - 4 - .
; . . . - i . 3 e
. i - e -
- e - - - -
- N o -
- - O S S - 4

TSI is e@xpected that a decision will be made in the next few S
: - months on whether to entear engineering development with ST
-either ALCH or TOMAHAWK or both. T e I i

If cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreecients,
* there, could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
raddressed. The first aspect could be verification of the
total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storage and i
©  the second could involve 1imi¥s on range of the missiles. .. -

: ——— —_ — ]

i

i .

)

N -
AN -

4wt There is no known adequate technical basis for veri-~ - '{
< filably .constrzining cruise missile range. For example, some -
~- current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range than o
A the potential U.S. cruise misgiles, are physically nruch largsr = =
than the U.S, cruise missiles would ba. An overriding con-

77 'ideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile
“x 7, wixange is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet
., i . targets requires a -long range for U.S. cruise missiies .. .

.. whereas h¢avy coastal population snd industrial cencentration’ R
“...in the United States-permits attack by shecrt range Soviet RS

o -cruise missiles. There' is no realistic way to differentiate . oo
... between tacticzl and strategic cruise missiles, -~ - .. -

3.7 Subiect of Concern - Threats to Soviet Strategic War- .- o
R T ER— ) L '

saking Cewabllities

-7+ ’a. U.S. Offensive Systems:. Discussed in 1. above. el

w==-b. ABM: VWe have no deployed ABM capability. We have a o
program (~ $2060¥M) in advanced component and systems technology.
-No weapons system is under development. ABM RED has the - . R
. following objectives which. represent no threat to any Soviet R
“strategic war-making capability: R s : '
o ‘= Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an ADM
system should one be required for defense of ICDM
forces, C- systems, or other high value targets.

- * -
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SPannL Nucu:.m MATERIALS B E A

oes U. S TUun sho t of spac1a1 nuciear mztsrials for
its weapens? . ' :

' . . - . e
-

: ‘The ternm special nuclear ma;e*lals (SNM}, consisis of enriched
T’.__----uranlum, ‘plutonium, and Lrltlum._; :
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o The;e are. tuo alternatlvns zh hmmay bg:coﬁsidgred:
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€ e L% CHIGH ENERGY LASERS RTINS
" . 70. Subject of interest l\, ’
. © 2 Gackgroun_gi_ K, - - .
© The program is essentially in the exploratory and early advanced
developrment stage. : ’ R i
. o Ve have made a concerted effort to focus on techrglogy and avoild
’ ) directing major portions of our efforts toward specific necar term applica-
" tlons. : x s T e .
2o i . k B
Qe . - ER— .o
‘ e
: P - e
- B - - - - . Faid
LC - e . v i e
e - - .
; - - ';j '
© All three. Services and DARPA are involved and UBRZE has a strongsr |
Loov s than usual coordination role. . St e . o

SO UE S IR

.. 3.- Dod Position\ PR LR B IR i

| L DORSE
g .,\' o ) - . 30 Noy 74
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IATO ATRBORNE FAPLY VARNTHG (PEW) ATRCRAFT

. PROBLWNM: TATO has & need for an airborne eatly varning airerafr to
rrovids the key elewment in eqtablis.inb_gontrol of the air envicen~

. 1-
rzent wWharever NATO forces are engaged. o !
Tri-Major NATO Commanders réquiremsnt has boen stated for a fsrcc cf
these aircraft. A cdecision on this matter will kave fo be nadd during :
the Feb-liay 13977 tim» franme. : : : - )

IT. BACKGROUND - . - o

Since 1973 the U3 has proposed that NATO aécept the USAF E-3A AVACS

(or a derivztion thercof) as the candidate aireraft to satisfy the "
Tri-Hajer NAT0 Commanders RCC for a force of WATO Airborne Early Vam- .
ing aircraft. Several different KAT0 committees, study groups, and ST

teering courzittees have been formed to provide recommendarions on
a rerzft Lyps, coqfigur:t301 force size, grouad 1uLerLaca modificetions
ﬂ }ifxuuh, tr d I:, L}:—‘LDJD, "Pd ‘-'I»U?I_/ll'lLL

T Tl ey e e e e e D L AT . oz \

T R e e e e e e e e e ek e e —— —— i e ey

A Other WATO vations such zs Norvay amd -
Eethgrla d_ have expr ssed stro g support, but e :

—_——— f— e sl maea e BTV it

oression of NATO o= this ratter vas at

The o3t recont eng the £ Decenher
19?u FAYO Defense Planning Committee mexting, At that meeting the NATD *
Dz2fense Ministers reaffiymed the importance of a hHe TO AW -force z2nd zgrzed
te & meeting of high level experts in early January-1677 to e:aminé“finan-
cial aspects to be followed shortly thereafter by a meeting of Dalense
S Kincherﬁ tc decide whether or mot to proceed. >
IXI. poBb POSITION : ' e

- IV. 'E;atus: Do® rapresentatives ar p"cu?rinf for participation in '
the neeting of the MATO high 1evel experts to be held in Jaavary 1977.

e — e - T — - B I i T i P -




. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT--U.S. wvs. USSR RDT&E

1. Subject of Interest: The relative capabilities of the U.S. and
USSE for periorming military RDTEE.

2. Background: = e v e o i e e i e

“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDT&E effort in the past has generally

“Trese ‘analyses show the USSR outspending the U.S. in .
m111tary RDT&E for at least the last six years.

: More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E

style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology
advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A Judgmental
assessment has been made taking these factors into- acecount, znd
indicates 2 comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of
Scviet military RDTE&E.  Although U.S. technological quality -
genazally continues to surpazss that of the USSR, the conmbinztica of
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality merUVEMthS is of sericus
concern to future U.S. national securlty.

"

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and

needs to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost--a military

balance with the USSR, so as to deter global conflict and deter or

win limited wars. The U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that ' .

‘advacces in several militarily important technologies arz jointly

supported by the military and commercial markets (2.g., aircraft gos
turbines, semi-conductor znd integrated-circuit irdustries, and
computers). Thare is no coun;erpart to this joint marke:t support in

emphzsized coatinuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent

" yeusrs "they have shown that they can pull ahesd of the U.S. if there

is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technolozy
advances (e.g., chemical warfare). Today, Soviet military RDT&E
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can
beat the Soviets without commercial suppart if DoD chooses to do so
(e.g., air-to-2ir avionics and military space systems), despite the
advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. opea society.

4. Current Status: The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior
techriology can offset numerical advantages in materiel znd personnel.
Declared Scviet science/technology policy is to surpass the U.S.,
but they have signalled key deficiencies by apgressive attempts =0

. T

i e e M il e m——— e = mm e

transFer technolozy from the U.S.! - . BRI

S - _ ODORGE
.. AR ' - : 2 Decezber 1976




) o e S However,
therz are gaps in our ‘understanding of some Soviet milltary RDTLE
t » Wihich appear to be reiated to vital nission aress of :
¢rces, Three steps need to be taken to zvoid technological
surprise: (1) Ceatinue to monitor and assess Sovier RDTSE

25 and their potential relationships to the military balance.
E'\

iez
o

2in a vigorous R&D effort to generate tecknological options
s whare our vulneradility is uncertain and risk of surprise
£. (3) Maintain a persicstent and coherent program of RDTAE
for advancing and ewploiting militarily important technology areas
ra U.5. 15 strong. In addition, ‘the U.S. must develop new
sirengths for application in selected mission areas where Soviet
efforts are creating an imbalance. : :
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'Bt_xdget Related Issue

' CHEAIR HERITAGE

continuing the Chair Heritage Program at__ ,.fu'mm*r levels,

R ———

Issue: (U) The Navy has be:.n prevented by Convressmnal action from [

—TNTA T _mimmoper- T TR S AL IS TR SR IS SR ST TMSIASL LLZ ST S te—m ——mm— e o e mg

e o o B The Fiscal
1977 request for authorization contained an Eyploratory Development
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chaiz Heritage,
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3,4M, was to

" linitiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator {(ATA),. .
These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Services -
pending recommendations from a review of t‘le Chair Heritage p*o-—
gram by the J'ASON Commlttee. ‘ L

(Uj The JASON Committee completed its study and reported favorable
regarding program continuation, - The results of the JASON review

and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional staffs
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC., However,
FIASC concurrente has not been received. All FY 77 ands are de’erred
perdmg resolution of thlu issue, '

Position: '(U) HASG - Current pﬁsﬁ:on is not known. Impending meeting
- with HASC staff may clarify sitvation, oo S

" ODDRAE - L_ | _ ' S

. Impact: (U) Delaying this program for mora than a year will break up .
the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and delay the

~ answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use of this machine

- as a viable weapons system. . - e TS T

‘.= %A DARPA Advisory Committes

OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76
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CARNOE LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE COPFEKHEAD (CLGP)

L. Problem: : The Army has boen in-Enpius exilﬁ Devalozaiont
O

) slace 1375
oo a 155 Camnon Laumched Guided Progc tile with terminal houicy capa-
-
T

biliey, and has the progtrai on contract to Martin-larietta.
has 2150 been doing similar in-louse work cu a 5" pioicctile for uh;pu
board use and wore receatly has done work oa au 5" gulded projectile.
DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Havy 5" and the Army
155mm rounds, | o T ' o

) _ On the other hand, the llouse Armed Services
Committee has continved to reduce Atmy funding for COPPERHESD thus
delaying  the prog r;m, vhile directing that more commoqalltj studies be con-

ducted. . O . T E
2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerosnahe ;1d Texas Insgrumen;s Incorporated. -
were selected in February 1972 for participation in Advanced De evelopment. ~..
"During this phase the major °ubsjathS of the COPPERMEIAD (CLGP) were gun. -
fired to determiue survivabiliry The two contractors, with different i
design concepts, were authorized to enter into the Validation Phasge of
£dvanced Developaent in September (1973, . i B T :
e e s e e e _"_,q_____,,,“;__ - |

— —m— m—— i -

DSARC 11 was held on 19 June 1975, resulting im anthoriza~
tion to eéntér Full Scale Engincering Development. Marrim~Marietto was =~ =~ -3

awarded an Engineering Developuent Contract on 25. July 1975. . The contrant
modificztion fer the restructured contract, necessitated by Congressional

reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increczed the progrem by
$5M. A task force chaired by DDRIE with Army, Navy, acd Harine Corps

- members,. conducted a guided projectile ccomonalit study during Hay trru

Sep 76. This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armad
Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. -The task force reccsmended that both

- 5" and 155mm guided projectile developmant should be ceonrinued. In

'vlew of the above, the Army was authorized to initiate Producibility o
Engineering Plancing (PEP) on 15 October 1376. The HASC subsequently et
Eeld up PEP and approval to initiate it was givan to the Army on 3 Deceaher
1976 with liability limited to ¢830 000 and efforts to stop at end or
February 1977. N S S .

3. DoD Positiop: | TTTIToTTTommmmmme s s T el
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IMPACT OF. PROCUREMENT CHANGES
ON THE F18

1. Problem: The Fi8 progran

L.

-y e

2. Background: i'

—— e e e

.

3. DoD Positicn:§

P

C:B N T e e H

&, Current

Status: The PBD's reflect these changcs.
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AIR TO AIR MISSILE IP'\E NIORY ..

1. Problem: USN and USAF fwnrer aLr\_mft are _ \, -

2. Backnround A number of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air
gulded m15511es. The haf 1n-V1etnam caused expenditures to be high

both for conbat and tralnlng, the 1ncr°a51ng cost of new m15511es

'results in redubed quantlt} bLys and the low n1551l° k111 probab llty

. tra::slates J_nto a req.u.remen; for more m15511e5 to meet subst...n— :
tially the same threat. In addlulon, develoPment programs forr .
nev missiles (ADM-7F and ADM-OL) both ran into problens'which

i.(};; ¢ . resulted in delays and further exacerbated the 1nvpn;o*y p*oblem.

3. DoD P051t10n: i : N ;_;;

——
e e T

[ o Por the immediate future, we must strive to d=velop a
new generatlon of mlellea which (a) are more affordable by Vlrtua'
of lower’ cost of acqulsltloﬂ and owrersnlp, (b) have a Hlouvr klll S

probablllty so that we need to procura them in fe'.»er nlmbers and

(c) can be devempnd on sc:‘lcwsn.l1 e{ 3

o 4. Cu'rent Status;/ '
N : : s Tﬁese missiles wil l be Jo.nt

(USI\/ USAr) dev=lomen ts.




Problom: Do we need a Conventional Alviield Attack Missile (A7

Backeround: The combination cf the Warssw Pact Alr Force nunber

3—599'4+ Cwuﬁ‘ﬂ with their Oﬁpartuniiy to initiate an attack

against hdlo ajr bases continues to bora difficelt problem.  Qor
advantage hes in the past includex

effort to counter the Red
sheltering of our aircraft, deplovment of giround and air defenses

and prnxldLng a conventional strike second capability utilizing

The interdiction of Pact Msin operating air
naticn of defens €3

attack aircraft.
bases (MJBs) js difficult because of the combi

and veather. |

P

i The p* ing candidate for the (a4

Dob Position:i 7 7 -
17 P =
‘ _ - i - —— - -t S e W = '- ;‘ :—'-I
" Qurrent Status: The PBds reflect the Ded position with !
initial funding established in FY¥8. o
3
\\
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2. Backgrou1d' The GSRS concept haa bLﬂﬂ existent in its cu
since 1973. Army Joint VWorking Group (JWE) was esizblYizhad ']
1874 to assess the nzed for a CCRJ with a counterfire {counte
&ir defense suppression) m!SS'Oﬂ. The JWG conductad 2 nraiin
technical a2nd cost 2ssessment of 3 muitipia Jaonch rezher sys
~on a threat provided by the USA Fizld Artiilery Schina® {Fas).
1374, DA dirscted a study of. the Ar reidiery Svstem {Tazk Force

[
7 R
|

epproved by DA in Septembar 1975.. A Specizi Study &

wﬁshﬁ conﬁ:dnred two CoRa CO“CLﬁtJ.

C e e e - -

i The JWG prepared 2 Letter of LAgraemsn

subseque n*]) formed to conduct an in- derkn investigs
.and arrive at a recomménded spproach tc TulTill the
Lhrcat was the impetus behind the requircment, and

- determining the required physical and perfcrmanz ; te
'_an“. Using a representative torgat list, @ feguest for Pr
reteaszd tc industry in Dacnwker 1975 to azzist in determi

.-~ technical approach (BTA). Five contrectors were chosen o
' ~develcpment of system concents znd to pronsse in-d2ptn tac
S.cost tradeoffs and proJ.an cost and schedels data.  In add

i or . apni

o tivene

ameiric

_‘ ) r,—-_.—_..

3. DoDd Position:

Yo o= - oT
b

i

L84 ]

]

]

i
Hin
+ N

nr
[ s BN

fa

et (Y =iy e 3

v 0ot

(IS N E N & I VI A

O M wmo m

e ews LN

(¥

™o

"1

LRSS I YR o T
(1T

B hs

[l |

)

ur
R

{r u

Qv ~1 O
“h O

hats]

i

et

)

u
(SRR

g
-z

ot |
& I

LA e
: o~
~4
e

Uy
3

po i |
- N
rt
e

th

[}
™
rt
Y}
L]

=

tf



L. Status: The Armiy is prepaiing for a DSaRs g on 1l January 197
and -t_r-f‘": SN 1w S ge-! Sua g omm v CE T b ' g
€04 1Y the program-is approved, contractual 000l T i ales e
- ae a5 = R ! - - - b - }
Ll Larch-Aprii 1977, :
.
: . IR L CAR{LW)
g -LTC Cass
T : "3 Der 76
o . T T )

e



\ B . Le

- . - '.
1. Probhlea: Tz Alr Torcs has wze
Developaent with the MAVERICH razst
. 'The Kavy pow agrees to utilize I25VE rh ' AiTe 3 .
©sently fully supporting develoguwent of uon fmsging cacke: LI
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2. EBackground: Efforts have been on-zoi
eince 1972 to develop an imazing seckes
- small dismeter missile. Contractors inv

went have been Hughes and Texzs Inztmun
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aT; wrizg tha szmo timeframe

the Air Force has wore ensgeticaliy fundod 22d Development pro-
gram with Hughes for a MAVERIZK seehar. iv for ttglnear“n"
Development to cczman ariier supporting
BULLDOG o 1 Izaging.
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L. Status: Air Force
- Havy use. The Army is
planeing a nominzl 6.3
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Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technology Base Funding Increase
Control of Size of In-House Technology Base Program

DOD Use of Animals in Research

_Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy

Chemical Warfare Readiness improvement (also on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernizatipn

Computer Software N
Bombers

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XM1 Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATO Airbprne Early Warning (AEW) RAircraft (alseo on Enclosure 2)
Test and Evaluation Efficiency

Major Rangé and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Fastern Test Range (unintelligible
w/deletions)

Independent Research and Development
Export of Technology 3
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Resources & Manpower R&D
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¥ - TECHNOLCGY BASE FUNDING INCREASE '
1. Sub_]ﬂ-ct of Tnter(. . The term J.et..hxlcl:.u"/' Base refers to L.e Defense
Research {6.1) and ‘"\:pl.oratary Developinent {6.2) c#-..sgo::f.e I the

f6..3} c;;-.tcgo_ry.

RDT&E budget, and part of the A wanced Devdlopin

‘2. ‘Background: The Technology Base coustituics :,_p' reximately 20%
of the DoD RDT&E budget. 1t is the foundation for the RDTLE program
and provides the technology options for now techiiques, new systems

Hity. L

o

ye
and better manpower use leading toward imiproved milita LTy CaADR
The Technology Base contributes to the economic healih of the naticn
‘ gy

through commercialization of R&D by-products. The fer_hrul Iy Brde is

' rerformed in the in-house labeoratories a3z wall ar i Tougn conirugtual
) ‘cfforts with universities, and mqustr}tm T T T B -
. ' . . o __?,_;_ﬁ.--___ e __'_ .
_ 'Ihc Technolagy Rase ef fori. L..--;rr-'ase-c'.: cbout £0% in ternes of consta ni
. . €ollars beginning in F'Y 64. This tyend wes rovess o0 threugh increased
finzneial support te the Technelegy Base heginniog iu 27 76.  This
increase has been supperted by DoD and *he Arrme. services Commitiess
1-1"l the Apo*-opmat ons Co‘-m;.w..ccu., o R
3. DOD Position: 'I"hc 'Ic\_hno cuy Basc 18 oor fenndaiion for the fuiave .
security of the nation. It has given us sorme notshis firsts in military
“capabilities, including i‘xtlat:vg in lascr systems, hnproved jot enzines,
improved aerodynamics, advanced il | .
training, improved materials, night vision
. icchnﬁloﬂy ar.d reduced mozxt nl ty Inr the combat i

4. Current qtatu.,. The PPGM specifics on i
ef 2 minimum of 10% per year in cons
. further, that Exploratcry Development {¢.

goc¢s on to specify that the percc'rrt“fre of 6.1
RDT&E budget and the percentage of 6 Z ac

RDTe&E budget w1ll bf-' Ina.mtam 2] as the minin i guidane

Bubsequent years. _

.‘- = I . —_ - .. . —_ 'rh-La
increase will continue the trend toward rmuvwora..mw our Techn 10logy
Base program and will serve as tangibie evidence of a renewed commit-
Inent to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Céngress, o

hY

& .o an(rum

T T _ DTNl e L Dex 76



P ) o - Budget Related Iss o .

N CONTROL OF S5iZE OF IN.-- HOUSE TECHNOLOGY BAS::. PROURAM

L .
Issue: We are restructuring ibe Technole oy Base p*‘ogram by decreasing
the amount of work done in-}
industry and universiti

..'5

suse and iucroas: ng the amount done in

.

Liree major participants (the
in-house la zboratories, ind -;,';:.3" and universitics), each performing a
unique part of thc overall program, Cver the past ten years there has
been a dccrease of approximat cly 405 in the level of effort in the DoD
Technology Base program. This decrease has been takeh primarily in
the university and industry programs whils the in-house cffort has
rermained essentla'}.y level. The in-hcurs porticn had increased from
approximately 23% of the tolzl Techn Base program in FY 68 to
approximately 43% in FY 74, lc*re] of e ort as
well as the balance betwesn

Lt program, directing thzt the i
industry programis and by a iansowe

Histo**" The DoD Technels. v Bzse Foe
[ L

P

10 el "*\01’0}.“,1"1'.(3131 10%
in the in-house BRDTLE propiani, Our ¢zl is to reduce the in-house
. portion of the DoD Technolcyy Base Program to agp’"czzlmatcly 30%,

Position: In FY76 the Air Foroc : progratn was approximately 43% in-houcee,
the \Tavy 41%, the Army 6(‘,_, L.:ﬂl, with DARPA and DNA essentially all
contract., the overall DoD levcl is 38%, Ve are contim uing te control the
in-house prooram by establiziing a manimum level of effort for the Afm>
Navy, and Air Force in FY 77, - -

. P e —— e ———
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T 'DOD USE OF amws“s N RESEARCH © -

Subjest Qr IS""l"' - Pr.rz"-r_'-.i.f::.l}.}". oiicarse public and Compres
interest to DoD using amimals

Hictorg- A.nnually in the Soring, sever imed protective zzseoiatens
n oo odefter campreign w*acl*- Questions

rescarch., A

JoD progria.

and Congressional members roespen o
the need for, the proper cure of, and (Lo use of wnimals
“favorite tactic has been to ssuoocizte 1y g X
that is also judged unpopuler or inhu : e groups, such as
 chemical warfare agent ocvclopmcn’c, : is as a basis for
getting restrictions on animzl use plac: vdget and authorizi-

r
g

tion legislation, The constrzints, hovf ever, ars writtenin a manne
.making them applicable to mnore than Dol ond more than the unpopulax
prograrn to whxcb. they ave attached {I =, 2)1 Pod:zally supposted research).

PR “TJ Position: Testing ‘L‘Lsi:‘.ng - :ft:: the comluct of Dol

ety sy —r— e e

‘reseavch in Lle rnedical and
are uged to the mazimwin pess

gk ; % e
Inatinnis s fne = ivnn s

ible.,

We comply will 2ll Js
the propeﬂ- use of animals. Thiz-has he 2nopuablint
3216, 1, Policy on Animals iz Dol BRI

il
'i

"

ol yufions oand
iy fasting, the BED

: tolaric sv.b%ta.nce,

Instructional Programs. Vithout usc
programs {0 establish standards for hu

- combat travma and blood substitete coao, p-.'or' :-t‘. K
new drub., c-nd vaccines could not be oo liled

- e ) . .
' \.I.'AC. matey .1..'.‘;-. ang

" OAD(E&LS) 12
__ 29 Wovember 1976




c Proglam Objectives: In support of current nationz) policy, these
- programs are des-ﬂrned to maintain a deterrent to possible use of
. CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide 2 retaliatory
-capability if deterrence fails. The emphasis of the program is to
- provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn
. of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an
”"sses..ment of Lhe threal. e.nd ‘Lhc \m*'»er(._bvhty of U. ..:. foreces.

0 The USSR ha,, th\, v'oﬂd"“ gre ,t Cupub‘l t‘y to Qpc:‘ate ina
, CW efwuomnent : FEIT :

: e, - . -.T L P B

_ "0 The US 1‘eta11:.1tory stockpﬂe rcq“ res modz,rmzaa.on ‘i‘o b¢= cx emul\,,
' ';__.-m«_]or m:provernemfs in thc defen sive povf:urc: are rcqul:cco.. -
PR - Strong Congrcs., orzal oppo sition cxists to tnc. uevelopmﬁnu of

- .- binary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration where noy-

- lethal components form the same toxic chemicals as the present
stockpile when fired) 2s a means of modey nization; good Ceongres~

Lo szonal sx,pgort exists io:r an unprovcd defens: Ve c:a.pabﬂ 1y

e RDT:h_J is ger m'abv adcqume however, procuremeit of defens
= eqummcn.. ud troop tra ining needqs 1m.p1'overn..,z it and Crrml 1535,

v
'
LS

o 3e DoD Pouhon

e o Support" effort fo irnprove US fdw-cé ablht to ope rate in a’
| chemlcc.llbmloglcgl envlromncnt cncour“ges .["'lles to fo)low sirnilar
ccourse. . oo Teoel L R ‘

4. Cu"rent Status PR Lo . '

: t K OSD gulda.zce in I’PGM and DPPG evnphas:z.es defenswc progrumr,,,
" both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected

segments of general purpose forces the capabxhty of 11m1ted retahuhon. )

CEC

' *Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum - _ODDR&E (E&LS)

.

~ CHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE =~ . R
. ::: 1. ‘Su.biect of ;Ts sue: Chemical warfare and éhemical/bio}.ogical {CW/BD)
.- defense programs. . . : B '
2., E_’-}Ekgfouhd - SRR j‘.."'.'.";"-" SEREY -

e

**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance . -+ %229 November 1976
-y e Y X -— ATy o o 3,3_-.-'_7;—-}“‘,-:.?«.;.,;::-:-Zrﬁw--:ﬁ'r—,-{fv:azﬁv_?l_T.,g,;-_.:::.'.‘.,_.;.;:. :_._,:A_;..:,?, "':"'::-'4-"?.'7—".7:"‘27“"': T AT
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..o The Department of the Army has completed one study, "Chemical .
. ... Warfare Policy, 1980-1990," prepared by the Strategic Studies
- . ... - Institute. A similar study is in progress by Stanford Resezzch
i L Institute, using the same threat analysis and terms of reference,
. furded jointly by the Army and the ASD{ISA). ~ The JCS is developing,
under centract with IDA, 2 system for estimating chemical munition
-Tequirements-utilizing a two-sided wargame scenaric based un an
. analysiy of targets. The Army has a similar effort in progress at
-7, the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (P} ba. completed
.- a contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program
. 7 issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current national policy alternatives
~ 7 - is still outstanding." ST

e e, PR |

- v 0 Procurement of defensive equipment and training is being emphacized
oot in both Departments of Army and Air Force; Department of ey con-
.. tract study in progress to dofine scepe 2nd specific needs. o
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‘ _ L . IiudéetRelatcd Issue L _
& .. CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY |

1. Subject of Issue: Long-standing Chernical Warfare (CW) policyis:
no-first use of CW, maintain a chemical we winre capability to deter
" . the use of CW against the US or its Allies and Lo he able to retaliate in
~-kind should deterrence fzil, and - be zble to protect the US forces
against CW attacls, ' : '

. .
*

2. Backpround: ‘The zbove policy has been cteted many times, most
recently in 1969 when the US relinguished any biolcgical warfare capability.

“In January 1975, the US ratified both the Geneva Protocol and the Biological
Weapons Convention (BWC). . The Geneva Protocdl bans first use of CW
only since all major powers retain the right to retzliate in-kind. The BWC
binds all parties to continue negotiations on an agrecment banning chemical
weapons. ' S o

A mumber of sindies by the Department of the & oy, ASD(ISA), Divector i
(PLE), the JCS, and the Navy are in varicus stages of cernzletion, » The

Cengress has requested the GAO t0 ruview the toizl CW policy and posture,

. " . - - N .
3. DoD Position: Supports extensive efforts to mpreved protective
posture through R&D and procurement and encou<a ges Allies to {ollow

similar course; supports limited efforts to rnaintzin a retaliztory |
capability. = . L - ' '

t

4. Current Staius:

) — . OAD(E&L.S)
29 Novernber 1976




WEATHER MODIFICATION R
’ 1, Issues: o T L ._.

a. Advertant Modification. Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement in
weather modification, and has been instrumental'in involving the U. &
T tre ty to prohibit military weather modv‘ cation. .

LG, In 2

I Inadvertant Modification._f

2. Dackground:

5 There is

SRR pubhc cencern, and in some cases fear, thatman's weather modificztion LR
aclivities may cause uvnacceptable damage and human suf::er;.ngo ST

o ot LT

-DoD has been crificized for its precipiteiion erhinncement operations over
Vietnarn., Senator Pell has pressed to restrain DoD from a.]_l rescarch o
“ope raimns in \”ed.ther ™m r)duzrahon. ‘ ' ' '

© The U S. is n#goﬁaﬁng co:v:vc:rtJ on, "The Pro}* b1 tion of I\Jf_lhi:l 3y O /m)*
Other Hostile Use of Envirommental Modification Techniques. !

B

. The Congress has cLSkGd J:c*.:m.ccu‘hve .Aven-.,l io c:r\udar? researf.h 1"}.t0
- stratospheric pcllution. IMNASA and NOAA arce Lzskea to conduct a rezeareh :
... % and-monitoring program. Dol op-:ratcs_majc*-i‘tw of facilitics that can . - o v
' sample in stra‘cosphere,‘ but such youtine g apling g beyond oD misaio:, ‘

el

3.-_ j)oD Po 6:1:

.. . . RO . e . 0 -
.- P .

LI T

... -tions in weather modification. All DoD activitics are reperted to and
pub uhed 'by the “htmn 2] Oceanic and Atrnospheric Administration.

Sl T @y DoD presently is not cnga <‘c.d ina ﬂ“y classified resea rcb ox c,p AT

e T S
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Db 1.. Su b_]“("t i Issge: DJD upends appr ov'rlately $3 billion annually - L
© . in Zoftware development and test in new weapon systems, three '
times the computer hardware costs. Basic tecknology is mostly _ o
.. missing to imnprove the efficiency and standardization of software - RN
“utiiizztion. Congress has repeatedly cut the scftware technelogy -
budgaets, angd the Services h«.ve been remctan- to properly fund '
thi programms. o S e

2. Background: This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD-
wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD(I%L), and DARPA,
“Appropriate committees have been formed, a management plan
) _'dz' ited, and 2 DoD Dircctive 5000. 29 was issucd on the Mana wpement
" of Cemputer Resonrces in Major Defense Sy steins establishing
' T opsl lcy. Reyiewrn and meetings have been held with key people in
. the Services and Congress to provide an undevstanding of ouxr :
. programs and fo receive their support. ~ A major effort in establishing oo
‘ ‘-(‘. standard lng_,l;_ v ovder language {IIOL) h,..: been 1n1t1:—~' ted. o S T

. - ettt M—— _ . ot PR

3. D..»D Position:

| ' C\ixrerf_. Lm.,fum Woilk in this arca is ‘:1 vrTy ga um:b momentun.
Tha HOL standardizaiion is proceeding feirly well en schedule, but
must be closely watched,  Coordination cmong elements of OSD is i
- quite effective. However, much work romains ic unh 1te the appro- Lol
- pmata techno]c;gy work in ec.ch o:f' ilm Se ;v:c.us‘ L U,

A(.)AB{E&'PS} T -
1Dec76 . - U0l
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. . D POMOERS -
neevet Xaovhe Miscile Age, why dowe need bombers? LT
i Sniect o . ’
T e L .. P ’ N Y . . )
. Lombers rema-n ha one JPH of the TRIAD where U. S. =still re-
Tains significant numerical udvﬂnt"' ovar its Secviet counterpariy

ﬁﬁvaﬂ“ﬁﬂe is in both lLard and sofi target kill capability.

dembers czn be luunched on varniag and 1j5persed. The bomber is
weoallanple after launch; it can be verouted enroutra; it can be
wooed in different 1ev915 of conflict. The bomber can demornistrate
;

S. resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering
conbat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets prec-
>s it as a first-strike force. The bomber force is thus a
ilizing forc-. = L

Loy A e
b

"15 =

o

u'- t'J

':ouné ' S T e T e e T e

* : . P

Coutinued improvement of Soviet zir defenses make the sirategic
ob in ingly difficult. Since the 1850s, the B-52
n ¢ of the bomber force. Improved avioni CH'HQd
f ched misziles (SRAM) has permitted grouth cagi-
i aft's basic techncelogy-is that of the 10350:.
Large ection, sofiness to blast eifects gnd its bowm
ing and 3:2 vzgahlo systen ]imit thc continuved potent tial bl .Le-b-sa¢
' The B-1 is scheduied to cnter the inventory in the carly 1980s.
riie D-3 will wllow ths continuance of the most-flexible leg of ouv
TRIAD, the bomber, to nzintain fupﬁ T10Tity over th= Sov*a?* with -
iis imnvoved penetration capabil 1Ly, low radar cross sechion,
SLpCYio: avionics,

and larger and move fimx;b;; weopon w17,

E» “:'\-J\‘E I R R ANy ¢ *
. e & oo At e e e v s P - - e el
’.
!
-
]
i
S S o
Lo "Cuvrent Status .
Somsz E-52 avionics improvements ave continuing wheyrs practical
213 necessary to maintain its eflLCTT\C.GSS. The an"e?oﬁnunt of
the B-1 is nearing completion. The great vas Lh cf test datay show
that' the B-1-is reaﬂy e o

for pr cduciion.

r——— g e ——— e - —r— . — [N - [

qdy 120 487 )
' ' Originator: DDR&E
Dates S Kovamher 1974



" “The Ballistic Mis ile Defense (BMD) program is compriscd of iwa
CGTVICH“ﬁLarY efforts -- The Advanced Technology progrom and the Systauns
TecvvoIogy progrdm. . . T

.-

Y

2. Backaground IR
T”“‘“‘“"—— Y .

Gur BMD cffc"tf are d:rectea at manntann:ng a tc:!nolon lead over
“the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and lntgllagnncc
. Agencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of EMD technology.
~These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new .

_.technoiogles and concepts and to provide a systems technology bese for
application to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation

~"of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed END system ond with

.the reorientation of the Sltc Dcfenae prOﬂrcn ve are nn ~deveioping an

‘“;'u elrational ,ystem.

The prlncrpo] focus of the ,yqiems TLC]HDIOQY c“‘o:t through 1678
S%it1 be directed toward terminal defense issues. MHodest efforts are aiso

.. being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could

YRR

LR nun Position ST f."lliy?i:“;ﬁu

.. 4. Current Status ‘ ..l‘if::...i Pﬂf?h-} L

_'fjcompler*nt 2 terminal system, end on a very low altitude concept
7 applicable to the defense of a mobile ICBM forcce. These twe new tasis

will form the basis for the future cf1erts and Lhe Ieual cf funaing for

them requsre; CDHSld"ratIOu. N C I
. .. LI o -t " N ] - N
The EMD efforts are the Armv's.chv strategic programs,

e e e b b e T o~ e e e e - e

.. ‘0 Funding level is inadequate in FY 78 to nrOpcrly support new tasks.

. © The BY D programs are the rcsponsub izty oF the Army.

?-5; Funding (mllluons) :fl FY 76 11..' _Zg; 121' ' 80 N B1

Advanced Technology . 97.0 . 102.7.
~“Hystems Technology 1060.0 100.1

e e e Pt R T e W — % = ——— e

" BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE e
-la .n.lrii .- :'.— . - - .:. :‘ ..- A »‘. _ L -_.--. . . e



R : HIGH/LOW MIX T
1. Problem: Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing cur
... forces. - :
* 2. DPackpround: The Warsaw PACT presently has 2 quantitative advantuge
In veapon systems over the US and are increasing the quality of
new systems as they enter their imventory. At ihe same time, the
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs, -
The High/Low Mix is,a force structure planning concept which attcmpts
to offset these probiems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform-
ance systems ("'High'') to counter the superior threat, and a larger
""" fleet of lower-performance systems (''Low") to counter the average
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large
. mmbers of "low'" systems where we have 2 qualitative advantage,
- or to devclop small munbers of expensive "high" systems for missions
' . in which we have near parity of mumbers. The Jatter approach has
worked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed composi-
. . \ tion because the "low' svstems are generally out of production,

o m————— . . - - imm—— e - -

In May 1974, the Secretzry of Defonse told the SASC that he would -
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structurce frgm 21 to
26 wings if the Air Force could develop 2nd field large musbers of
missionized versions of the YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such that

~ the total cost of the 26 Wing force vould not be_signiiicantly
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force.

i

3. DoD Postion:.
R A

st e e T

4. rrent Status: The High/Low Mix concept is chluded in missicn

* g:ea planning and Extended Planning Annexes which provide forcg
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some exanples of high/low
mixes in which we are developing low systcms are the F-15{§-16,
F-14/F-18, A-10, and FI'G-7 Patrol Fr%gatg. Hiph systeT mlxez
being developed are the UITAS/Uii-1, XM-1/M-60, AAE/COBRA, an
MICV/M-113. o _ - :




XML TANK PROGRAM

. - 1+

1. ISSUE: ‘xa Tank/Leopard 2(AV) Tank Cocmparative Evaluation.

2. BACECROUMD: - o S Tt '_'

— e - . -

a. TYhe US Arny and the TRG's Federal Einistry of Defense entered into
an agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve maxn-
imun standsrdization on the XM1 and Leoparc 2 tanhs. As part of this aprec-
ment,.the US Army confirmed its intention to test the Leopgrd %, as wodifi:d
to mect US requirerments, .to the same ground rules and consiraints established
for the X2 zvnd include it in a comparative fest aznd evzluation.

b. The competitive test of the US Chrysler and Cemeral Motors XM1 proto-
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Version) (4V) was conducted during the
period September-December 1976. ‘ '

¢. In July 1976 an Addendum tc the 1874 egreenmnt was aprproved which
concernad the procedures to be folloved in =itempt to fdentify aod aopldfy
oreas of potential standardization in the X114 and Levpard 2 tank programe,

welivion, engine, track,

transinlssion, and fire control.

¢. Following a four-month dol
to resubinlt additional proposals b
was awardced the full-scale enginee

a2y in the X¥L pragr fo permit the controactors
zsed on the standordization addendum, Chrysler
ring development contract on Novesber 12, 1976,

- . . .
e. Access to XMl test results vere ciozely contrelled within the Army ond
05D to protect the highly competitive nature of Progran.  DD(TE&E) evaluation
of test results was performed by the assigned wmilitary steff assistant., DRITED)

‘assessment of -test resulte, released prior o selection of wvinniug coniractor,
wes written in a generic sense. : -

_ f. The UF is scheduled to scleat by Moveh 31, K877, zither the Chryslexr
.propesal or the FRG's Leopard 2{AV) provossl for contimued fulle-scale engineer-
ing devalopment. - o

i £. Charges of lack of 0SD and Army obiszctiv v during test 2nd gsubsequent
“cvaluation of Leopard 2(AV) have been raised in the press and by DGA Int'l repre~
fsentatives. . These charpes have been manifested in press articles to the effect
that OSD has predetermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); DG4
Internatlonal representatives have discusscd their appreheusions concerning objec-

tive T&E analysis with various Departments of State and Defense officisls.

et

3. RECOMMENDED POSITION: = .0 ..~ ~.i% .




. N T B . :
ot FRG/UK/US TANK GUN TIRING TRIALS
1. ISSUE: Relative effectiveness of Ug IOSmm ¥68 gun wiLh improved ammu-

nition, FEG 120mn smoothbore gun and developmental ammunition, and UK 120mm

rifled gun with current and developmental azmmunizion. o
- Z. BLUICPOUND: o : ' e o
. . - e R - . foar
' &. A FRG/UY/US jolnt evaluztien of main armsnent svoteme for pain Lattle

3
tanks wvas conduzted between Koveuber 1673 ond Aupeat 1075, The ovarzll ob-
Jectdve of this Trilateral Tank Maoin Armament Evalvation vag to seek a decicion
en & coumon solution for the main armament of the TRC Le;paru 2, the US 2,
#nd the BX/FRG Futura Maiun Batrrle Tant (-; T). Tha cendidate systems stoddcd
irn the cvaluation were the FRG 120wz swpocthbere system, the UK 110wm rifled

- . bore system, and the US 105ma rifled bore sys tem.

- - b.. The Trilateral Group recommended that production of the XML be ini-
tiated using the improved 105mm system but consideration be riven in the X203
program to possible incorporation of a 1%0wme armament syotew at a later date:

; S - that the firsg lot of Lecpavd 2 be p?ﬁ*u:cd wiih 1CHme sysuew but the

: ~ Leopard 2's turrct desigo opt ¢ﬂ1:~d cr a 1illaw sTeavant system) zad that

- ooptdmal mair armsnent system, giving consideraiion o bath swooth snd TLTI
bore desipns bLut based 1n¢u;a173 on thr AR

B bhore cysteds, be dnanw_
cyped as expaditiously as possible for the Leoprii % wot 2, FE3T, aud possihle
iuprovewncnt of the XML, : _ S e

producr is

€. In Janvary 1976, the Secuctaery of Defenne cprroved the limy's recoi—
rendations to imitizte preﬁ:ction of yhao X5 v ﬁh”tu; Zmproved 10Smm pus svslon

G?% 2id plans for a cooperative development pregran for an optival tani main oo

= eystem for the long terw futurc. The Seclef 2lso resuested the Mimy Lo susure

that the productien 231 design could zccommodar: a 170ma gun with assentinlly ne

,¢hange In the tank design othar than the turrew. !

| N

: d. A TPG/US July 17 :
would strive for parimus standaidize i

vy
and U5

)
.\ |8

use by both countrices of 120w gwm. A Janusry 2s
cotablished for selection of the 1200w foum zys i

X1 taok pregram wes delayed four menths Lo povdt UE covrrnctors an opponiuniiy
to prescnt proposcis bzsed on fhe stzndavdizatios o

O - Congress (HASC) objected to delay inm XM program and passed 2 resolution
to effect that XMl should be fielded wish US i 68 gun.  Further, the resol-

- --. ution stated the gun was not to be replaced uitil T g
. gun, and the 120ma gun proven, through tests, suporior to the 105

£. FRG/UX/US conducted additionsz) tank firing trizls, Rovenbei-Tecomben
o2 ¥
to include UK 120mm vifled bore designs, to supplemeat 1975 Trilateral data an-

Lttempt to rescive FRG ig,uos aud releative werdits of 120mm swoclh ond wifizd b

- .- J— — e e —

. .3, RECOMMENDED POSITION::




-* the Blue Ribbon Defense Pancl, testing beyond that reguircdg

2.0

Test and Evaluation Efficiency

."-
T. issigi' Arc DD(TEE) policies under DoD Directive 5C0G, 3
resulting .in undue progrom delays, e¢xcessive costs, or both,
due to tust requirements? C o ‘ a

2. Baéﬁﬁjound: In carrying out the directives which imrple-
rent the efforis te correct the deficiencies highltighted by

tider earlier practices s often included in’ the R&D pnases
of system acquisition programs. The testing itself, and
-the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are
significant elements in the cost of the RDTLE phases of the
program and its duration. ‘

Thus, observations and corrective actions.which, under earlior
procurcment methods, would have takern place after field intro-
ducticn, are specifically identified 2s part of the doevelopnen:
‘and initial operztional testing efforts, and made grpart of oh
Ludgctqry reckoning. . o - . .

The present ToE procedures lead to the acquisition of systems
which are more nearly ready {for operational use, .and less
susceptible to the need for extensive backfit or “get well'
programs to corrget previously undetected deficicrcies.

3. DSB Assessment: A task force of the Defende Scicuce Boarg,
under the Chairmanship of Dr. Eugene Fubini, was created i

lay 1876, and charged with assessing the effectiveness bf Cur I
T¢E policies and procedures. The final report of this task forc-
will be available in February 1977. ) '

h,.RCCOmmended Position:
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, JLTOR WANGE &£ TEST FAOULITY DASE _ . :

The MHajor Rénge and “-ﬁr'Facility Base¢ (MRUFR)

and tes

04 about $1.7 biliion

faciliries which are managed

ments #od monitored for OSD hy the DD{Tuu).
. g - o b
icn, Ghe MR is & costly national ssset (Lonual

including

$752 piilion RDTSL) spanning the eatire

spectrum of physical and simulation eavironments critically needed- for

cffective testing and
ard high desert land

training. Contai

reas,

-

the faciliti
airspace and water arcas recuired for the

ning tropical, arctie, coast
es alsa include associateu - e
wide wvariety of programs

‘wupported. The vast amount of instrumentation, fusecilities and persomnel

fovolved Im this progvam consiitutes a Iarvos investsont fhatl mist e
continuousiy ug g*-u;d ard nodified to meet new test pro-vanm demands.,

Songe of (he fac1l¢ties are cxitensively uoea by nen-Dob orpanizations

Celiny }-'_f'.SA, D:}T, _IT..D_—':':., lu.'zln., nou~Goverinieni.. - : .

3. Bagis for ¥V 1878 Recunsn. PY 1670 budgets were prepnrcd by :
thhe military departments bdocL on ostizgted future worklozad., /fn cxtenzive

05D review, with OMB participatisn, ivrures that Lhe budget reflects the

minimum dollars and pe

rsaancl recded to

"£11 wandatory operacing
programs include efioris
cfilciency or replace
reviewed for need and

he Major Issu-s.
5.7 .. Current Prograw Status. Tha £

£, mairrenance an

necossary to meet

dBquhai"d equipn

Teguiremento,

SUPDOYE user

acilieles arve funded o provide
d improvezent dollars. Improvemant
neWw requirements, increase

PR &

ent. Asgets are continunusly

removed from inventory whea no longer cost eficctive.
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 'TRiDEET I FLIGHT TEST PROGRAM AT T#" FASTERM TEST RLNGE

1. ISSUE: Tests aszoclated vith 1o eifect on the TRIDDNT T
rissile upon activaticn of tha wmissile Flisht Terminztion Sysianm
](FTS) will be comsleted in Maveh 19277,

T

T .. Lol . —~— - e LT - - [P
. T

juitiztien oa the Ezeterm Test Luuga, the Fovy conductad o giat _
test of the first hoester fe or vatad & » of the TRIDENT T
(C-4) missile in Junz 1976. Wien the FiS was activated, detonation
resulted.

2, PACEGROMD:  TIn praparation for THIFTNE 7 {(~] missile Flighe

Th»— l.'w)R&'L Lv\ w..L
demonstration tesis 6oy

.r3._RECOMMENDED POSITI.E:f
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INTEDARMET FSLA:»H AND DEVELOTMERT

Tesue: To develep a2 means of catisfying nhe objectives of IR&D and B&Y
which cen bz gupporind by the -"crv*‘ve Eranch, Lhe Congress aund the
1 -.:c.-. ..1.)( - ' . l.. . . .

theooe in the hicher techuology

se wbjectives inclinde
i chozen Y a8
t t of
.chosen or-d oy ATen roier
chnology contracin lance

k]

. be censidered
unt either be expenzod
for recovery im latvcr ac
contracters to expenc
gince 1959. ‘Fhe vatic
Leen the subject of conid
vithin ths Execetive | y
erisizad both the Told
and in reocent yeazs
cffert via amendn
vefense Anpronvlatvﬁn
constraint on total
u2s been threate

unting period cr capital
ol has peruiitted defence
charges on defense contracts
for such zllowence hove
wais both within LoD uul
ernatedlyr
cifoct -

A furihen
Dol contyractse

aTe normal costs of nnv

o4 L0 2 eontiractor's overhoud
¢ vy wialevancy and amount of

the coutwacitual groundrules fic

er: B10D.66 establishes the policy
@ of melevancy and techniczl

P“) Pesition: TobD wodntains
business anc thereiora o 7
gubject to certain restricid
dollars allewad. Tha &
IR&D/BEP allowance vhile M
and procedures for teochniga
quality. T .

2 ASER ¢

-

since the sub
of IRGD/BED by
Velatyre and :
Subconmittee heoarings in Sop
‘a comprehensive, G&0 study of

s MNP U.Uf vl
2 Lwo year:a., The

ITHLG cuer the preacedin

.. coacept of Line Ites RBudgeting and ConLract Allocation of Inil/BLY funds

The Cffice of Tedersl Irocure:
_policy on IRSD for relecasc az zu GMB Civolar.

to major contractovs wes one 0f {he Tecommendations in the GAD report

cloping an Executive Branch

S . | DDRSE
. R . ' . 2 Dec 1976
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™ - .- . - EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY

k]

1. 'gsue: High teclmulow" transfex to the Bloc ":;ur.tvzes, either dirccily
. or via our Allies, is of Geep concern to DoD. Past technology trancier
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last
Congress resuited {rorn strong differences of opinion on the value of
present export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of Dc"‘
for inadequate allccation of reseources to this problem. Arms Expo
Control Act of 1976 (Public Law 94- 329) will require clear defmltwm
of'tiefense articles' and '"defense services' that will be subject to the
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our

competitive economic base resultmg from unrestricted exports of
high tech_nolo gy. :

T Ze Hinte The transier of mbh U. .‘: technolc-gy to the Scvist and Chiness
Niee ie creatxng increased concern in the DoD and among certain sepments
cf the Cengress,

During this past two years, various commiticds h.-_:_-\.
Leen sct up by the Congress, the President, Commerce,

Defense, Stoin
znd the GAO to highlight the various

views,

e et
PR ‘

: . e

The 'DeJ.enSP Scmnce Board completed a .rtudy in Feb 1')76 recommending
a streamhn._ng of the export control list to emphasize contrel of tech-
nology rather than control of products as is now the case, DepSec
Clements assigned DDR&E the responsibility to implement the recom-
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underw: 2y,
This is now a bread interacency effort, Primary focus is on the
‘identification of critical strategic technologies and mechavisms of
technology transfer. Some of the required improvements of the
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified

pertaining to the allocation of add1t1on¢,l resources to Lhe export
.control problem,

——————— =t



3. Iimpact: The Congress failed tc extend the P?::pr.‘:r*';-_Administration At
duc o lack of time and many unresclved issues,

The accomplishment of thiese aums in dmely maraer ag
requested by Congress and Industry will dernond high level Dol2
management attention and zallocaticn of requisite resources. . _ <
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STANDARDIZATION AND INTEROPERABILITY
‘x .. - WITHIN NATO

x
L TR

.k 0

. P*‘oblem NATO's combat capability, military efficicncy and

deterrence could be significantly impreved through greater stand-
ardization and interoperzbility of weapon systems in the Alliance,
Greater standardization should also resulf in apprecizble Jong ferm
cilicicnecies in developimernt, prodoection, logistics, training, ond
ypzintenance, -

Backgrou.nd: The obstacles to achieving standardization of e’qui-ipmenﬁ
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf-

- ficicntly large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects

and cover such other viial nationzl-level considerntions as industrial
“ypwoduction base, employment, technoloyy base and balance of twade,
However, w are finding ways to deal wiith these preb ].f-.L""L.}.

Generally, the most satisfactery approeach to CU?.xi;r:n'iing with dowmestin

problems asscciated-with standardization is throvgh Mcensed pro-

duction of standard equipment in both North Amexice and Eunrcope-«

exzmples are the ROLAND IT Showt Ravge Alr Defense Systern and

the F-16 programs. -
o

Many of the benefits of standardizalion can be reclized throvgh

A'ensuring interoperability of equipment-~fox example, being akle

to service aircraft on ecch othex's airfields; being able to com-
.municate with each other, and bcmg able to vuse commen fucm'

and arnmunition, :
DoD Posgition: The Dol stroagly suppert

s II ATTO bi.—‘n(.’a.‘ff'u ES e
end interoperability efforts. We have strengihened 2 Dol Weapon
F

a
cystern Acquisilion process to ensure thel adequate ons:.dcla‘..; on is

" given to foreign solutions, that U.S. systems axe desigued to bie

intcroperable with those of cur NATO Allies to the greafest degree
possible and practical. We ceek methods by which our NATO Allies
will be encouraged to agree to U.S, solutioas (e. g.. : through co-
p’"oducnon oppoxtm..‘.'inee) th,n a.ppropn te. -

o . TR m e e
i mr i bmemee e a mea eemem

Current Status:

e
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: "HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D

.
. M

1. Issue: The House Appropriations Cémmitice reduced the FY 764
program request in this technical area by $20M. The Senate Avwmyo-

) E aq )} !
priations Committee restored $105L4.

HH
devices and sirmulators; persornel, marpowcer, and conternpor=:y issues
(equal opportunity, race relations); and harean factors in weapon systems
development and cperations. In reducing funding, the Heouse Appropria-
tions Comumittee questioned both the utility and priority of the R&:D, The
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula-
tion projects to be continued.

2. Background: This technical ares includes work in trainine: traiuing

The FY 77 funding request for the five Program Elomoents reduced Ly
Congress in FY 76 was held tc the ¥Y 76 buige’ reguest level, & avh-
~ sizntizl reduction from the growta planned for this area. The arce of
Thunan Resources R&D wes separated into ihrce categorics of worl:
(1) the technologies for trzining, simulaiion, training equinment oud
kuman engineering, (2) 2 smaller effort in the perscnnel and manpeway
area,.and (3) a separate effort in the social science contemporary
issues area, The purpose was fo cicarly delineate these three gubeareas
of work so thzt they cas be independently structured nnd appraiscd.

This action was successful sicce no aczozs the hoord recuction war mode
- by Congress in FY 1977, ’

3. DD Position:

. technology arca has been retitled o Training and Pereonnel Teclinoliopy
to emphasize program reorientation.:

. . 4. Current Status: Congress has requested und the GAQ has cordicted
. : ‘& major survey of the arca. The GAO roport is cxpected to be reloase
© in January 1977 to the Fiouse Appropriations «Comunittee.

L.. S .

i FOR Ao - e RS SRy LY
L S o . _ OAD(E&LS) 2y
Tt e L N 29 November 1976
- ¥ [y [}
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1. Issue: Remo‘;c.’zy Piloted Vehxcleq (I‘PV'S)

2, back ‘ro-md DoD has considered that RPV'S offers significant éapa-—
bilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield scrveiilance.
DARPAL's S-ycar initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will
conclude in Y 77. The three Services are each funding the types of
RPV's pertinent to their individual necds, witk & Tri-Service coordinating
group 2ud DIRGE guarding against redundancey and duplication. The
Army {(Aquile Program) is concentrating on 2 mini-RPV (under 200 lbs)
{or reconnaissance and art'llery correction and designation with the
ohjective to provide to TRADOCYan interim RPV system for development of
the ROCY ™ for the full militarized system. The Navy is z2lso pursuing a
.mini~-RPV (under 300 1lbs) to provide an over-the-horizon targeting
capability for Harpoon ejuippsd ships. Since maay of these ships are
smnll and non-aviation refed, the RIPV size is coustrazined to under 300
iba lor Iogistics reasons. The Air Force has a long operational history
with midi {300 {o 3000 1bz) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for pnoto-re-
cornpaizsance znd clectronic warfare jamming and deception. A large
portion of their program is to increase the utility of these systems with
enginzering improvements. 7The Air Force expendable drone program,
invelving @ midi-sized decoy and a mini~sized Larassment weapon, weas
cut from $7M to $§2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to
full scale engineering development. (believed to be premature by Congres:).
The only maxi~-RPV (over 3000 1lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long-
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all
weather systems such as Sidelooking Airborne Radar (SLAR) to provide
tactical battlefield surveillance, Cengress withlicld $31 of the $6M
¥y 77 appropriation for Comypuss Cupe wikil the Alr Foree cominitiod
to a specific paylead., In general, Congress hzg paid pariicular atiention
“{o the RPV programns,

1= = e e m———

: |
3. DD Tosition::

o

- %Training and Doctrine Command o _ OAD(E&'PS)
**Required Operational Capability _ 1 Dec 76" 7
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f 4. Corrent Status: Twenty Aguils cizframes and two ground control
3 stations will be dclivered to TRA DDC‘ in the Sprirg of '77 for a six
B month evaluation leading to a ROC for the engineering development, A
Navy REQ** for its mini-RPV will Lo released this month and coutractor
solection will be made in thae Sprivg of 1877, The Aly Force stedy on
the RPV cenirol systern will bagin iw intz T 77
| ' "% Joint Tactical Integrated Dzt Sycizm
]
1 **Request for Quotation
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. Budget Related Issue
ELECTRON DEVICES

Izsue: The funding for development of electronic devices has de-
creased cver the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as =

' percentage of investment in electronic systems. Since these devices

are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of
future systems, PDnguidancc was established tvo years ago in-
_creasing the electron device budget.- -
I

History: The current PDM’directs an increase in electron device
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base, In addition, the
Services werc dirccted te establish device Advanced Duvelopment
Programs. The Air Force, Nevy proziams are in accord with the
gmidance. The Army has decrcased devics funding and the House
Axmned Services Commiitee (HASC) refuszd to approve their pro-
posed Advanced Development Program start in FY 77. A Navy
Advanced Development Pregram with a similiar scunding title was
“also cancelled by the HASC but the »eal device progrom survived,

f

) Irnpact: |

e+ et emmenmns B ke T B O

*Program Decision Memorandum

T , OAD(E&PS)
R . 30 Nov 76
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. "~ . Budget Rcla,ted.'llssue -
R : . oo 1
RENMOTISLY PILO ED VEHICLES
(PP Vs) .
; o B e L .
Toevey! : !
T J
: Problem
bave been encountered in schedule elippagee and cost overruns.
RPV's have dra\ it consmprable Conr*rc:ssmnal attention. B
- - e

BIS*OI'}" The f.sl: Force has a loncr opc rational history F with midi-
sized (300 to 3000 1L) RP\"-. for photo-rovonnaissance and electronice .
warlara. They huve not neaded to dcx'ﬂjo;; small vadars and infrax cd
imagers {or the 207 to 200 1b class ef miiud- RPV's the Army ana Moevy
intend to use,

Po‘;: tlon-

SV e . | The 4w
Force under PE (37365 ig formuiating the concep! of an RPV niissing

.control systerm that is intended fo be JOTDNS compaiible,

*Request for Quotation
¥¥Joint Tactical Integrated Data System,

.

e .. OAD(E&PS)
_ 1 Dec 76
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e - Budget Related Issuec
.~ IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM
Subject of Issue:  Congress has charged the DoD te conduct the
rational RDT&E program for the use of ionizing radiaticn ss.2 means
of sterilizing meat products.

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this a‘DpI'Oa.Ch for preserving
meat produc:ts over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal
agencies also terminated like efiorts. However, Congress rejeclced
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested tha! it continue the
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work.
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to & state where four meat
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for hurnan use, per DA
stendards. Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretar v of the
Army zccelerated the test program by adding the other ineais in )
simultencous efforts rather than the sequential tests carlicr planned.
Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program.,

Budgetary Impact:

Fundlur’ for all Sexvice food technology
R&D is an Arnly respcmolb lity since they serve a5 the DoD Esccutive
Service {or this effort,

T
i
Do) Position:,

o )
OAD(E& LS}
.- 29 November 19?6
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- e = : | Budget Related Isuue

Ivie ANPO\"I“. s DERS’T\NLT .AN ONTISMPORARY JESURES

1) Is we: REAT rzised seriovs concerns with regard to both the leval
of R&D effort alloc vted to Manpower, Pers onnel and Contemnorary

I ool
Issves and o Ry
4. History: Concern over this technical area by the House )
Hppropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the
Human Resources program in FY 76. Continuved concern by the

. r

..Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is cxpected. Sa(h)
3. Curyent Posii‘iozw__: Tn Services have be ¢ requesisd to briei
ODD{LLLAT) on their proposed FY '?8 Tech Base programs in this area,
The objectives arec an assessment of the ut;u;y df the R&D, whether the
level of investment and the expected returny justify an annual investment
of over $20M, whether the pl anﬂed program :'q correctly focused, and
wheilher the program {or pnriwna thereof) ,ba, d wore apprepriatels
be funded frmn a non-RDT&IE account. '
4, _I_gr_apact: ' Y

e o e -
L e T e T OAD(ERLS)
. o : : S 30 Nov 76
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Budget Related Issue
_FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINAERY CI{EIMICAL WART ALY
: MUNITIONS L - .

:esembly, and packaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillery

projectiles to be coustructed 2t Pine Bioff Aveenal, Avkanaas, .

1. Issue: The Department of the Army has proposed a loading,

2. Background: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurcment

and Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of
$5.5M. It was authorized by both houses of Coﬁgress but was dcletegd

on & floor amendment during the appropriations process., It was in-

cluded again in the FY 197( budget request for $8, 8M. After cxiensive
hesrings it was deleted pending further discussions ut the UNGA Contercnue o
ine Committee on Diszmmament (CCI). Becauwse of this decision, no

request was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congressisnil
wislkes to declay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial
preress in disarmument diccussiens has becn evident during the one

jfe?azf delay,

'
#- Dol Fosition: .

yoeo- - .
: e £,

FA

C 4 Current Status: The funding for this facility has been made the

Kr

subject of an ASD(C) PBI) issue and is being ruised as a {uadinug issue

o oat OMB'lcve_l.;

OADIE&LS)
29 Nov 76




Budget Related Issue

SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON-FLIGHT

1. Issue: The entire. spectrum of trainingand simulation technolagy

has becen marked by DD(R&AT) as an area for concentrated growth

Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun.

2, History: OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of
flight simulators to improve tramlng, reduce cocts and reduce use of
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level

. interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost reduction/performance

eff ectweness.

;o
i

3. Current Position: '

: The }51’1978 budoet Tequest in c] des

o
4. Impact:

m e X

g

OAD(E&LS)
_ 30 Nov 76
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The Army has met its corunitmente 2o of 1V 76, }L.W’E"C’l,

ARM? RDT&E DRAWDOWE

Issue : The Army has agreed io a manpovyer drzawdown to reduce
its in-house Technology Base work zad to increase its program with
universities and indusiry, ‘ .

History: The Laboratory Utilization Sivdy which was corapieted in
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas
including materials and electronics was toc large. An agreement
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&E in-house s trengt.h by
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 2s the basis and com-

-pleting the drawdown by FY78. These reductions by fiscal year are

as follows: FY 75 -905, Y76 -829, ¥Y77 - 733, and FY78 ~433

!
| .&;'a(,l)
|
!

We have encouraged the A?:uy to tal.e these reductions thrmmh hiring
frecres, attrition, and travsfer of {he manpower to work and funding
m cother areas,

.~ B e N

1 . L - N
Fosition: | .. P gali)

ODD(R&AT) is in isting that the manpovrer dravedovn be c‘omp]v’u_ as
scheduled.. '

TSP . . ODD(R&AT)

30 Nov 76_:
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NAVY ELOCK FUNDING .

Drne funds dire ctly to their laberatories in lerge "blocks'" without dis-
tibatizy throng ‘1 the Sysiems Cormnands, ‘

Vie are enccuraging the Navy to provide mest of their Teclinclogy

v The Navy lc.cl-rvolor'y Dase funding to the Chizf of Maval
Material Laboratories is distributed to the laboratories in two ways
Some of the funds zie given directly to the laboratory by the Chief{ of
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A
mzjor portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however,

arc provided through the Systems Commands fox work which is primarily
Csupportive of the particular Systerns Commard,

We hove onoc urage? the T\Tr~vy te bloek fund most of th TLclzr.o1o y Base
funds directly to the laboratories once the labo: rltOI‘l;:: t\,chvmhl progra
has been agreed upon by the labou_{ory, the Systems Command, and ':1
Chief of Naval Matorizl. '

~
L4

m

“3

Pasition: The Mavy has propozed to "hblodlc program! fanding to ihe
laberatories,

omnarmn oy

t
|
'
’
i
'

L ODD(R&AT)
- ' 1 Dec 76
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ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES (ECC-I'.{)

[-

=l

9]
'|

P

g
i
i

Y

l‘J

3

Historyv: The lessons lenrned in the Yom Kippur lsraeli war indirated the

) e s

neecd for a major_thrust in ECCM. There are seve*al aspzcts to a good
ECCM posture.

Positions: DoD Dirvective C-4600. 3, Llectronic Counter Covnter Meozourer
Pohcy defines the tagks and responsible agencies with regard to threat
definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The hmple-
mentation of this policy is still being fermulated. To create an FCCM
awareness in the service Jaboratories, DDREE hes sponsored s YJ""'.)“-]E.
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to ereate Tros gram Element

. €3750F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy tc z:mlg;_),y

base program element managers have been made aware of the noed [
responsive attention to this subject.

S o OAD(LE &PS)
B S P " 1 Dec 76
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ZIRCRAFT PROPULSION

————— i

Mocussion: At the Piresent time there jig G eontinuing

rrogram of advancegd development for small "aircraft engines
technology. Increasing interest in drones, aerial targets,

and RPVs indicates a need for active support of thisg tech-

The Jeoint USAF/Ravy Pechnol oo Dermonstirator Eooinge BRI
A IF I3 (1 )

program meshes {he Nevy efforts :in large aircrafi e SRRLL
technology work with the larger reolated Drograms of o
sir Force, to the bencfit ¢t both. . t

Positions s DR (R&AT) .

e ATEY 2nd Ravy,

fl-' ’



o

Y L
'

B 4

. ’ .
¢ . .. LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNE (LPG's)
Issue: The House Armeq Services Committee (HASC) has
deleted all Navy fuvnding in wv 77 and beyond for LPG's and
directed that the Defense Advanced Fesearch Projects Agency

{DARPA) should Svpport any future efforts.

J
o
4

f
.
r
'

Verk in the technoelogy of Lps's hias bean;supyorfsd oporadic
gince the id-10507 o - - Bowever, for -
decade pricr o about 1970, the level of effore Was extremely
lov.  In about 1870 the Ravy, jointly with DARZA, decided «o
Brpport 8 major -efiert to develeop IL.PG's based on & bulk-
leaded propellant charge design concept. The FBasSC ip sctling
upon the FY 77 budget observed that LP3's hag bean supported
for over 20 YERLS ¥ith little apparent useful outcome ang
therefore deleted the RNavy RDT&E funding,

L

JPosition:

OAD/ET
30 Nov 76&
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SEOURLA tecnilogy bursa

COposite malericis be

Riscrsss o Current and plannes R&D
Chcomnpasses worX with oerganic, carben
reinforced by graphite, carborn, or b
tions of organic (epoxy) matrix compositesn

-

ese m
metal matrices
ibers. Demonstra-
in £ull scale

aircraft components have been underway for several years
and major structures are components of Llying aircrate.

Air Forece slosne has cpont mor
since 1953, Army and Ravy =

Syt rmd
Dl PLE SR

e 2t e o Y v - [ PR 3 XL, o~y - ~S I L 1 » -
Dhere 1s now Wicespread SUpport and SeUVY Invegstper
S, und they are. i

indusiry for vork: on these materisls
secepted for Sveie-of~the-art cesign,

Carbon matris snd metal matrix
more specialized byt Very demandin
irissile design. o

thar $I30M on this

lare

L - e

GAL/ET
_ 30 Nov

1976
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TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC MATERIALS
p— 1. . Svhject of Issue: Traasportation and isposal of chemical warfere
c.gents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, znd
. similzr itemns has become a public concern!
! .
u |
Z. Drekeoround:r
r T e
o :
| ,
|
‘. . i The Envivorrmental
Jrapact Staternent process must be fully followed 2nd become a part of the )
decision making process, | S ' ' T
- o
P -
!
i
!
i ¢
! _ - - )
l _ [
R 2. DaD Pogition: The NIEFA and 2]l applicable laws vwill be fully followed,
Ry e e e e . e - - [P A
_ NS o -
4. Current Statuc: Planning ie preceeding in mecordoncs with applicalle
laws {0 continue movements necessary in the inlcrests of national scecurity
or to improve operations. —
o T .._ e . s “ .
At | rommrtpnn : : - . ) - . ’
e T T . QAD(E&LS)
A I 29 November 1976




U, % 7. CHEMICAL WARFARE'AGREEMENTS

1 S"blb ct of fesuer A part of US Cuemical \farf'rtre policy has been cur
willingness to negotiate 2n zgreement to develep an effective,

\r’"'nmb.ac bon on CV.

2. }3 ckgroumi: Lirticle LY of the Biological Weapens Convention (BvrQ)
(r'afxfw.d by the .5, in January 1975) binds 232 slzuatorics to continun
negotintions on an agrecnent bci."" ing chemical weapons, The T, 5,
bas negotiated in this area, particulurly thr ougi thie UNGA Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) for-at lezst ten years. It
has been the subject of a number of other Confercnces,
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical -
to the BWC which contzins no verification procoedures. The major
. stacle to date in all agrecments is the definition of the chem ical

<m+. » to be hanned and ucaching :;"1-_ cment on wriclical and x.f‘"ech.w‘-
inepection and verificatioa procadurcs asd other safeguards,
- R v o T ‘ T B
3. oD Positinn:
e
!
t
4
\. -
4. Current Stutus:
o - - -
!
[ SO )

. o,
L) - S L

.. . Y.

T L : | OAD(E&LS)

Tt S ..o 29 November 1976
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NANSEN DRIFT

1. Issue: .;»hould the Umted States freczc a decorm&“sgmncd icchrezlon
into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing occan
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about

Z years? Pro_]ect name: NANSEN DRIFT.
2. Ba ckground: The Navy has been 2 gircag proponent for the INANSE
DRIFT project, pointing out the opporivnity to conduct new research i

c 3

[",

1

~ the Soviet Arctic and to support polilicel objectives of the United Stutes.

They evuxnate the progcct will.cost $15 m:illion over a three year period.

,_,__.W._,;,.__....j

N5 has been somewhat reluctant to undertake the project, proball

Py L3
a rloy to force heavier funding support from DsD and oither agoencissg,
The project is supported stronily by the Nationzl Resecarch Counc i1, the

- De :partiment of State, and in principle by DoD. The Norwegiang support

:the project. : ‘
oo , . . .

3. DoD Position: None, DoD rceds to coinblish its Du“‘i,’ on 0N

RRIFT. Partof this decicien is the level of finsncial supnert to pouvide,
~ to the project. : e
e T - . . T C _. o L S _...,_.‘.:....;,.;_.‘.'_ .
; ‘ : N OAD(E&LS)

. R _' L -+ . 26 November 1976
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NAVAJ_. ARCTIC RESEARCH J_.ABORATORY (I\‘AhL)

'
.. ®
tH ot .. .

1o Issue: What zhould Le the future status of NARL?
2. Background: Tho Naval Arctic Research Lahsora {.ory (NARL), Ft.
Larrow, 4lasks, is the only continuously cperated U, S, research
lzborztory on the Arctic Uceoan providing comnlc > logistics support
wnd coordination of mission research for the Navy and oJu govaernmnoent
vgencizs, Il is operated by a civilian contractor and is mnzua gc ! by the
ifice of Neval Fesearch (OITR). NARL is 2 complete scif-suctizini: HYCE
., . base faciliity on over 5,000 acres of land cons sisting of over 170 buildings,
' an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities, The laboratory maintains
a flect of 6 {ixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and
+ water crafl, In addition, NARL operates some 14 remoic camps zloung,
the £luska coast supposting research prz.q-:--.cts-.

The operating budget of INARL is approxitaately 5,7. OM por yeor, poaid
for from RDUVER funds, Other government agoencies doing IRED at

NARL provide reimbursemoents but these reimbursernents do not cover
their operating and logictics costs. The Na avy estimates that only 15%, -
of NARY activity is in direct support of DoD spousored rescarch and
deveiopment. ' :

Thereis a cont:nqrﬁ neod for MARL as & Wevy or Nat.qm base camp
o¢_ t.ﬁe Arciic Ocean.

3. DDR&E Pomi Lon: Ox' lt: Ccicher ’mc Moy o
menagenent and fivancing of NARL, snd te dju -:i

. . NARL to a level consistent with {he DT LR work nerformed at WA
by 1981. = . AL _ B . ‘ e T v .
.")' T o .
R RS . OAD{E&LS)
L T T . o4 0 . o7 26 November 1976
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1. Problem: An advanced <ochnoiomy aeriel cannon is needed to enbance

the capebilities of our tactical ajrcraft

Z. Packground: The 1E1 (COmn), which was daveloped many years ago

]

and the GAJ £ (50n) are the pringipsl puns planned for Service use,

Both the Navy and USAY hiave cxpended a considerable amount of work

trying to overconez the shoreconings of these two guns,

———

P
et e et w1

3. oD Position: DoD vishos 1o continue cevolopment of advanced malts-

purpese acrial cm

. =y Dgeq e . ST ST LS e T L [ I £ L L, M1 i e A PO P
4. Curront Status: 1vigvs vondang for Juiore SUN OLVeloEnent continues
- ) r
at a very modest
-m.____ e e e e e -
.
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Baclyround:

[

Do I’ositi on:

r

Status: ‘

:
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. _ . - COMPASS CGPE

Problem: Should the COMPASS COPL program be confinued,

H

Dackoround: COMIPASS COPE was conceived by the Alr Fo
as a Jong-endurance, bigh {ying, remctely piloted mulfi-
mission vehicle.

-

DoD FPosition:

e =

Corrent Status: The PBDs refllect the Do posgilion,

co
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RETE _ " FLIR/LOPAIR

mirzl agent warning and delcction

1. Sshioctof Tafun: Advanced che
systems; Long Path IT.L..I'c:"_ td ( O AIR} en Army development and
Yoowe Td Looking Iufra-Red (FLIR) & Wavy developrent.

2. Background: S - I
Aol Gttt . ‘

de an advanced chamizal mpenl dutoe-

. .-

©¢ The Army has evaluzicd long path infrared detec.txon me,fhods joxr

some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1905 was terminated

in favor of a passive concept., Critical technical problems in discrinii-

nation of agents fromn smeke, dust, =nd otizer indeferonces have odsted

511 ﬂ:c pz;d F;:Wq-v(—- . f.hc }:‘—'I'G"th:;‘lt passive LOPAIR which enteved Advapced
iz helievad to have resolved these techuical

- P E

}>~o‘w' ns. : R AL -

a 'I'lxe Nevy, while evaluatig the FILIR for {ire control purposcs
(the primury inissien), discovored that technicions could observe
emis :'L rg from incoinin g acried tarpets. By the usc of optical filters,
sornz discrimination of emissions cem be made. e o

o Initially the Hi3C*equested a gide-by-side teot; thig was fully
planned, buf not periormed, Subscoeent ly, the HASC reguested that
LOPAIR be terminated in favor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramining
for a .Jld(.-by—.:;dt:. teste The Army did not follow complete gm dance en
the funding for the side-by-side test. The 11450 i a Gao

investigation of all expenditures. L IR

T s

Q

et

4. Currcnt nt Status: 'i“no Dol initl

dC""’TOQI‘mnm was r\,umeﬂ.

zl request to the HAGC to continue both

*Houge Armed Servi:é Cormmittee o L - - OAD(E&LS)
: ) . ) S oo 29 November 1976
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Outeide ARPA Reactions.” The ARPA program has Leen well received by 0SD,

051!5
and the potential sipnificsrce of thie brealthroughs readily appreziated.
Wiereas prics te FY 1876, [h_ total AKFA budget remained ess entially st

and the Congress. Prescrtaticn ef “thrusts' has been easily understcod

atilc

at around S200M, this year's budg 7311 be 1 A great deal
of enthusicsn h s bteen genersted fcr the program in the Services, Joint
Chiefs of Suaff, the LDRAZ, und the Secrctary of Delense,

ToD and its determination
fration presents a sat of

managenent issues wolch must be ait with svccessfully to maintain the
orpantzation's vigor., Sownz of these fellow; ’

TS

bt T L
. e T ey,
3 a

O

Q

Staffing and Personnzl Policies —-~ Thexe must be continuing manage-
ment sensitivity to the need for professicnal staff turnover. This
is essential to the difficult process of creating new programs,

Yeceping Yropren Managors who zue covvent i rapidly chanping tech-
nolopies, and naednts

1

oroescive and vitel proegrvamsn,

| .

Jlupxam  Trangfer —-— dinary ard apervensive effortc are reguired
to devcld:“HSEIElv h ems {0 traunsition resuvlts of ALFPA rescarch
to the Military Servicas. There are no autonatic or built-in
processes or policics vhich assuve that this happens--the initiative

is with ARFA. It is eszential that close aud continuing contact be

maintained with Service Chiefs of Staff, Assistant Secretaries for RDL,
stion Commandn (AFSC, RAVMLT,

and Commanding CGfficors of Moteuwial h"ﬂ13<|
DARCOY) Dy nhunbergfr-y acheduled and rca“iur n‘nhLlnv~ and neetings.

I ‘i-—---‘—""" e+ e e e ——mareabe v - [P

The ARPA Tmaze —= Carve and seleciivity must be cxercised te avoid:
involvement in rescarch prograns promoted hy Service RE&D organizaisions
solely to secure ARYA fun?;ng SUpport.  ARDA hou]d roceonize and
renzin insensitive to Service R&D and OBDRSE Staff members who per-

o

ceive of ARPA as zn "interferor" with idnstitutional biases & objectives,

They would prefer to se2 ARPA outside of the mainstresm jssucs. The
vitality of the orpanization iu Iargely derived from its missicon ef
being the adversary, the rigk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken
critic. '
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o YizIbiddity bg Demonstration Programs ~~ for the {irst time, ARPA

0

has cctablished In FY 1976 a program element making visible major
new technelogy demonstration efiorts and the relatively large
iesources they may require. Preliminary Congressional and 0Sp

Staif rcaction has been poesitive, but critics vty still raise the
question, "Why ARPA?V. These technology demonstration progroms will
materlally aid the transfer of teclmologies to the Services who

imust uvltimately develop the material or techniques for Service
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonstra--
tlons have the effect of more clearly suggesting the potential eof
nev tocknolegy and help to accelerate the etherwise loig, drave-opux
imaterial development cycles of Servize propram:.. The a2iternative of
simply reporting research findings ang speculating on their potential
wore often than not means Promising results go unnoticed and are
never considered or may be subsequently duplicoted by the Services

Jechnolopy Assessments —- The Technology Assessments Office viag din--
established at the end of FY 1976, Tiose efforts underwzy vhich wversn
yelatable to the other technical offices were transferrcé to those
officee. In the future, techinolozy assessments will be ardertakern

s part of the technical office function to exanine and conpere the
U.S8.) and foreign technology base and create new initiatives for the
Office. Those technolegy assessment efforts which are of broad ARPA
or Dol scope will continue under direct managenent of the Director,
ARPA, :

-

v e v = ———— -
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%% . OIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING =
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:Tbe-attaéhed_aocuments Tepresent the "fssue papers” prepared by.bDR&E
-for the Transition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford

to the Carter Administration. Although they do mot fully conform to
the definition of “issue papers” as defined by U.S. News and World

“Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly

within the intent of that glefinition.

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed
in Enclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with-
holding under exemption 5.a.(1), 4in that they contain advice, opinions,
and suggestions. However, it 1s determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose.

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers 1listed in Fnclosure 2 under

exemption 1 in that they contain classified security information.
" The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the

denied information is properly classified under E.O0, 11652 and its
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the

national security.

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
S5.a.(1); 1i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); fi.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans. ’

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo-
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose” is the
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub-
lic controversy on them prior to their consideration. Similarly,
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions

fwere prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence

them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. 8. E. Clements,
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.

—— e —— it e

_n-m.ﬂz.



Note:

Enclosure 1.

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED

Some portions of these papers gqualify for withholding under
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.

Defense R&D Laboratories
Federal Contract Research Centers [(FCRCs}
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteers

Joint Service Development/Test Programs’

' Systems Acquisition Management

Prototyping

Travel Funds

DOD Medical Research Charter

Reduction of Outyear Operatiqg and Support (0&S) Costs
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
Life Cycle Cost (LCC} Reduction

Design to Cost .

Specifications and Standards

Reliability and Maintainability

Soviet Technological Doctriﬁe and Prqctice
Competition in Defeﬁsé Procurement

Expeditious JOT&E ¢f IIR MAVERICK

ety
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DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES |

1. Subject of Interest: ODDRLE is directihg various changes which

will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs. -

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately

74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories
mogitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which

is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are

. directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the

laboratories.

©  The laboratories’ roles in Technology Base planning and
- supervision'is being increased. To initiate this, block
- funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead
. laboratory concepts for technology areas have been
-~ irnplemented. : . L
© . We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a
S technique for apportioning the resources across the various
. technology areas in the Technology Base. S

0. " ‘Thelaboratories are being assigned prime technolog)}
. - area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reducedlby manpower drawdowns in redundant _

7 7 . and lesser productive areas.

0 ' - The percentage of the Technology Base work which is
© .. performed by universities and industry is being increased
| to take advantage of their unique contributions to the )

. progr&m.. ) . L

o ', ~The roles of the lahoratories in support of systems acquisi-
" -tiom is being increased. To expedite this a change to DoD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
- Asz¥essment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems

which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council Milestones I and II, Coe '

ODDIRE&AT)
1 Dec 76
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being
implemented.

4. . Current Status: Fundmg allocation increases in the Technology
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- =
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house.
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completéd and is
approxirnately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown
amounts to approxxmately 6 900 a.uthonzatlons to be completed by the
end of FY 78. E .
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. FEDERAL CONTRACT RESEARCH ¢ CENTERS
: (FCRCs).

Cae
R ,\,

-

1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managi-ng DoD-

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRC s) be acceptable to Congress‘?

2. Background Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII, The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different functions, Other government
agencies have similar organizations. ' '

. Ie:rns ex:.st vn.th usmg FCRCG- -

Cl Tl r. System Engineering/ - -~ Studies & ‘
Y.aboratories ' Tech Direction (SE/TD}) - Analyses (S &A)
S (FY76) (FY76) : (FY76)
" MIT Lincoln = $51M  MITRE Corp = $45M RAND $17M
Johns Hopkins = $53M  Aerospace Corp $82M CNA . $1oM
'Penn State ~ $8M U . ANSER  $2M
$112M o $127M T $aM

Laboratorz FCRCS perform dlffxcult techmcal prOJects embracmg both
research and new prototype systems concepts, .(SE/TD) FCRCs provide

-techmcal support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space,

communications and command and control (c3) systems. (S&A) FCRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations
for force planners, logistics ma.nagers, R&D ‘managers, h1gh officials
on DoD staffs, etc, . S

A hlgh degree of control is ma.zntamed over FCRCS. -The Senate Armed

Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceﬂmg. Four major prob-

4

© o Several years ago, Congress expressed concern regarding salaries,

““number, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the .
- imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this cciling
=7 has not kept pace with inflation. IR

o Congressional concern has been expressed more recently regarding
how we use FCRCs, i.e., as ”ex;ensmn of heauquarters staffs, "
especmlly the S&A FCRCS. _ '

- Sl T ©+  ODD{REAT)
- UNCLASSIFIED L R&AT
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Committees. Informal approval received, DoD will be implementing above
‘actions in the FY'78 budget process.

. "-in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future management of
o FCRCS. . ' :

3.
.in response to Congressional desires.

© .UNGLASSIFIED A

Part of the for-profit industry sector is opposed to both the non-profit

and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as perta.:.ns to the success
f some FCRCs in chversﬂj.cat:on. -

. The fiscal chhng has espec1a.11y been a hlndrance in accomphshlng

space and C SE/TD work,
DoD Position: An extensive review was eoriducterl of FCRCs in 1976
Principal actions are as follows:

Analyncal Services (ANSER) will no Ionger be an FCRC E ;.-:_ A
The Apphied Phys1cs Laboratory (.Tohns Hopkms) and Apphed Research
La.boratory (Penn Sta.te) will not be con31dered FCRCS bealnm.ng in

-
i “ T T wees oot
“t . et - = T .

MIT meoln Laboratory, Center for Naval AnaIyses (CNA), Prolect
Air Force (formerly.Project Rand)and the Institute for Defense Analyses

(IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels, The

non-Project Air Force aspects of R.AND Corpora.tlon wﬂl not be consid-

...eredanFCR.C .. SRR o ‘--,‘.-..‘.', ce D

TH B

- . - é ot : v ta
v ’ T4

.M,ITRE Bedford will be separated from MITRE- Washington.  All DoD

G~ work will be done at Mitre-Bedford., MITRE-Washington will not

:* be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work
. unless of direct benefit to DoD Level of DoD effort at Mitre-Bedford
.w111 be governed by DoD C workloa.d o A P

Aerospace Corp w111 be restricted to DoD space program endeavors

except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i. e. joint DoD- NASA).
L.evel of DoD effort at AerosEace will be governed by DoD space .
syatem workloa.d. L

Current Statuszl A report was 'provided the four concerned Congre‘ssional

Congressional Committees reactions

UNCLASSIFIED
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DOD R&D TESTING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS

- TP g

) Subject of Issue: Contunung concern by many groups that humans
~are being used as pguinea. p1gs needlessly arnd under circumstances of :
"unacceptable hazard,

- . X [RFOURERET S C Tl

- Background: The DoD as one of many Federal agencies who perform

tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public

 and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional

committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to

‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report

- that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects.

.. These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
.. had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its

' OWn concern and the national revision of standards for use of human

. volunteer subjects, although tb.:.s point was ca.refully av01ded or 1gnored

mtheheanngs. e T

DoD Position: DoD must éonduct tests that use human test vohu;teers

~‘.in several of its humnan related RDT&E program. Each Service has

formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed

' tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned,

safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.

. As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level,
. they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and
. -'cnthue of our R&D. In all ca.ses, only fully 1nformed and volunteer

z*_’;,aubjects will be used. e

W

B S T L :,." ed
v e T e OAD(E&LS)\:"
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3.

JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the
same basic operational requirements.

Background: Uﬁnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystems

intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec-
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
vltimately consumes excessive operations and support resources.

- With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot

be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability,

and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDRSE places heavy emphasis on structuring
Jjoint RDT4E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service
assignment5, and close coordination with other 0SD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groufs.

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates

 for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state

of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoD budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly fmportant in electronic subsystems in view of the fact

“that anuual support costs for these military equipments are equal to

the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant

"cost reductions.

DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to

stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-

tional requirements. Our policies to achieve this cbjective are v
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary

in the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles; and when neces-

sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of

Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarizl
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

Status: We have established commonality beatween Services that is
intended to--satisfy sister Sercvice Tequirements in virtually all

DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees bhave been formed
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists.
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requiremsnts™
process and other existing means to identify those items which are
candidates. for Single Service management. The assignment of the “lead"

.~
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Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate QSD
offices. ' .

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage whiie
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive

Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR.
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational
requirements. '

-
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SYSTEHS ACQUISITION MAMAGEHENT - .

"

.Issue:  In order-to maintain national security in times of highly
constrained defense budgeis it is imperative that we manage the

acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner.

- - - -

Background: The basic policies for the management of defense systems

acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD _
Directive 5000.1, “Acquisition of Major Defense Systems." Since that
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense
systems acquisition process have been.published, . i.e., the Commission
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review '
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and
most recently the Acgquisition Adv:so'y Groun.

DoD POSItIOﬂ: VWhile many of the reccmmended tmprovements to the

defense, systems acquisition process have already bsan impleménted we
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. '

Current Status:. In many areas .we have made major strides in improving

the management of Dol systems acquisition.. Some of these management

‘tnitiatives are:

" a) Fly-before-buy (hardware demonstraticn) ' .
b) Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones .
c) Competition, especially dur;ng system validation - .
d}) Design to Cost _ . S

e) - Hi-Lo force mix ' T T A
f) Creation of viable options . - . _ . 707 - 0 -
g) Maintaining strong technical base R A
h)f lmproved program Wanagﬂmﬂnt L u'jt f - Ifﬁ s

Other areas of pron:snng efforts underway but stsl] evolvsng are: .

2) “Front-end" planning-mission nceds and af fordab:llty
b) Life Cyc]e Costing -

Sound management of deiense systems acquisition impacts on the defense
posturz of the U.5. |t is probably the single must important task of
DoD as it impacts dircctly on force readiness, the yearly defense budg=t
and also the outyear expsnditures for operatirng and maintaining our
weapon systems. Ve will continus to evaluate all facets of the acguisi-
tion process seeking improvaments in national defense and more efficiznt
development, production, oparation and support of our defense. system.

DDREC
1 Dac 75
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- PROTOTYV’IHG

b, - Issye: To-improve the basis for management decisions during the .
development and acquisition of defense systems and equipment.

2, Backqround: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demoristration,
rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions.
It has been referred to as the "fly before buy' or "test before buy"
approach to system acquisition.- In practice, it calls for investment
in a few demonstration models (prototypes) and evaluation of test
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It vas promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool

. by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has becomé an important
aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense programs.

3. DoD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that reflects a
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reduction of
risk. It must always bz viewsd in the decision-making context. It
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We
emphasize prototyping where it is needed 1o support and strengthen
our basis for dccisions, not as "the thing to do" in order ‘to got

_.programs approved. '

' L]
k. Lurrent Status: Ve hove gzined considerable experience in prototyping
over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder-
stonding of the difference between its two fundamental applications.

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce the ricls
associated with cpplyinu advanced technology to meet definad opera-
‘tional requirements. -These are the "full-scale cngineering develop-
ment” prototypes. (Examples: iechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle; -

“Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Eelicopter;
Submarine Launched Cruise Hissile.) Where it is impractical to
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied tu subsystenrs
and components. {Examples: AVACS Radar; Airborne TACAH; Lavy Modulor
Elcctronic Warfare Suite.)

Prototyping is ¢lso usad to explore and advance new technolagy prior
to the definition of specific reguirements. These are "technology
base' or "exploratory develogmant! prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory pratotyping
creates technological alternatives, cxploits technical opportunities,
stimulates compatition .and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs.
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL: Electronically
Agile Radar.) . : :

S

]
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Budget Related Issue

TRAVEL FUNDS'

Issue; QDD(R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77.

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. ‘These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42, 3K. Our request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14, 7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K, e

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FFY77 allocation is inadequate.
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments.

ODDIR&AT)
30Nov76




Budget Related Issue

DOD MEDICAL RESEARGH GHARTER
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies)

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on Dol buderet requests
] D Y

o

are being denied in cases where any other agency is conducting research
in the area.

History: Congressional actions du :ring FY 76 and FY 77 budget cycle
denied DoD reqguests for monay for research in drue and alzohol abuse e, and
a series of infectious and dental diseases. 'I'he.baSLs for denizal has
been that the Department, Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require
any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where
the DoD level of eifort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment.
A GAO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76,
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now whick could cause
ft.rthe.. areas to be so 1dentxf1ed in FY 78 and beyond.

: Budgetary Impact: Previous reductions were pot made until late i
the fiscal year. As a result, money had beer committed to new and

‘continuing eiforts undex the authority of the ‘Continuing Resolution. Thus
vihan all funds programmed for the effort were withdravm, additional
funds were 2lso lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to

. contracts had been made and could not be recouped.

r

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil
and other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the

" unique problems of the Military Ssrvices or those aspects of the
problem that the civil sector canaot or will not address. Thus, rather
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represenis a commeﬂntary
effort tna:. prowdas specialized results of interest ts DoD,

Fl
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PEBUCTION OF OUTYEAR GPETATING AMD SUPPORT (045) CO3TS

1. Issuv2: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budzet allocated
to system opzrating and support costs, while at thz sams tiles maintaia-
ing operational readimess.

2. Background: Continued growth in the fraction of thz Doll budget
allocated to opsrate and support current systems has iwmpaired force
modernization. Greater emphasis is needed on reducing the future 043

costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as

‘new systems enter the iaventory.

Better visibility on the spacific 045 costs of current systems is a
necessary step in defining and reducing the O&S cost of future systexms.
Tae next step is to employ the results of that improved visibility.

3. DoD Position: We are confident that we can achieve the ability to
identify and track the 0&5 costs of individual types of defense systecs.
We must also coatrol the futvre O&S costs of systems now in developmant,
so as to achieve a net reduction in the O&S portion of the DoD budget.

4. ‘Current Status: ‘The DezpSecDzf menmorandum on Raduction of Outyear
Oparating and Support Costs, 25 February 1976, directed the Military

Departments to establish O&5 cost targets for each major system now in
development, and to propose ma=thods to assess the net 0&S cost impact

" on future Dazpartmant budgets of all DSARC decisions.

L

The Services hava forwarded their planned approaches to the establish-.
ment of 0&S cost goals for all major programs now in the DSARC process
and proposad methodolagy for annual -assessment of the net 0&5 cost
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinemants
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress.

- b v e ngme P T Y
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VISIBILITY AXD MANACEHENT CF OPERATING AND SUPPURT COSTS

walop wathods for determining the operating and support
¢ to particular Defense systems.

To ¢

I. Issus
ttributah

COEts a

[

2. Backzround: SecDef and DDREES posture statements for FY 1976 men-
tioned the need to lmprove visibility oa the operating and support
(0:S) costs of current systems, 2s a necessary step in reducing the
life eycle cost (LCC) of future weapon systems.

During SecDef's testimony, Senator Culver askad for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive Systems then in development. DDRSE respondad
with current estimates for 8 of the 10 systems.

Thereafter, Senator Culﬁer_proposed 2n amendment to- the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1377 submission. This ‘amendsent
vas-deleted in conference when DoD stated it was unzble to provide
such estimates for all major systems. However, DobD did indicate it
might be possible to submit LCC estimates for aircraft systems with

_the FY 1978 budget.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well,
and are improving that capability, but DoD accounting svstems were not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual weapon
Systems. We are working to improva visibility on operating and support
costs. . :

4. Current Status: ASD(I&L) has been tasked to define the management
information system neaded to account for 0&S costs by weapon systenm
type. The Services hava presented their proposed Banagement informa-
tion systems for ASD(I&L) review. Refinements in response to ASD(I&L)
review are now in pProgress.

ASD {Comptroller) has been tasked to modify the DoD accounting systenms
45 mecessary to accommodate the information system defined by ASD(I&L).

05D and the Services are wvorking to improve cost comparability =zmong
the Services.

The Air Forca demonstrated a Prototyps 08 cost nanagemant

information
system for aircrafe during FY 1977.and is now evaluating its effeet:
pricr to scheduling its expansion to other types of wvespon svatens The

4

Army end Navy are working ou similar projects, and the ivavy has also

- developed plans for ap 0&S cost Mormagemeat Information Systenm for ships,

UHCLASSIFIED | 0553,
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LLFE CYCLE COST (LCC) REDUCTION

i. Issue: To d=fin2 and reduce the totz! cost of acquiring, cprrating, main-
taining and supporting defense Systems, viille at the same time maintaining
force modernization, readiness and opzrational effectiveness,

2. Rackground: LCC reduction is =z major objective of the DoD. There is

also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Pressnt appropria-
tion accounting makas it relatively easy to idemtify developmaaz, procurement
and wilitary construction costs of specific weapon systems. Howaver, operat-
ing and support (0&5) cost appropriations are related to type of organization
aad function, rather than to type of weapon system.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well, and
w2 are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs
to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part
of LCC reduction.. Additional steps are necessary to define and reduce the 0&S

cost of current and future veapon systems. Those steps are now undsarwvay.

4. .Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers):

D2sign to Cost — DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Departments to design systeas to predetermined unit production costs, and to

‘trade off performance, schadula and quantity as nacessary to meat cost goals.

Most major systems not yet in production either have established DTC goals or
have made cost an "equal pacrtner” with “cost drivers" in early design studies.
DiC is an issue at DSARC Teviews and corrective action is directed for breach

‘of DIC thresholds.

Visibility and Hanagement of Opzrating and Support Costs — A D2pSecDaf

" memorandum dated 16 Octobar 1975 directed ASD(I&L) to define the management

information system needesd to accouat for the 0%5 costs of current systems by
System type'. . ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems
25 necessary. The Military Departments have presented their proposals for

-such an information system and refinzments are in progress.

Reduction of Qutyvear Opzrating and Support Costs — A DepSecDef memorandwm
cated 28 February 1975 directed the Military Departments to establish 05§
cost goals for each major system devalopment propram and to Proposz mzthods

for an annual assessmzn:t of tha net impact of all DSARC decisions on the 0&8
poction of their outyaa: budgats. The overall objective is a nat nnnal ’

ar
reduction in that fraction of rthe DaD budger zllocated to O&5 coars.

iiabiisety and maintainabilicy {2iy)
=3

Reliability and Haintainability - Pe
3ystem paramzters that link svstea ¢

o

ara 5y slgn characteristics to G853 cost,
rzadinzss and operational effectivaness. Guantirative REM requirsmsacs are
now included in alwost all DCPs3 howevar, Dol nalicy on R&M neads tu bhn
clarified and extend=d to subsystems and lauz han-major systeam

co facilitate LCC reduction. DDRAE and ASHITAT epari

tiv2 on this subject and supervising the revision o

Srandards. '

UNCLAGS [V 7T
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DESIGN TO COST

1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, ete. It requires planners to set cost.goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to mew
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4, Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issuved in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been routinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis, While
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily
because Dob's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control 1ife cycle cost
drivers. )

: ODDR&E /CAD(SAM)
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SPRCIFICATICHS AND STANDAERS '

Problem: With increasing costis of defense systems, eguin-
ment and material, there were Conceris that military
specifications were the ''cost d11ver¢”

-
Issue. 'Mllltar) spﬁc1f1cat10nc and standards have Sl
occaalondily contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal
requirements which resulted in excessive costs.

DoD Position:
fronts:

DoD is attacking the problem on three

a) ASD(IEL) and DDREE co-sponsor the Defense Material
Specifications and Standards Board to review on a con-
tinuing basis the total specifications and standardiza-
tion program management to recommeznd necessary chasges
in policy to the Sechef.

the Sarvices have

b) At the requesi of DSDS&CDQf,
1

"established RFP Regquest for Troposal) Roview Enstds
o review and ‘scrub' kFPs, prior to their format
release to hid ‘:;;, of any excessive requiremenis anl

")

Costedyricis

unwerranted
specification

r reculrensiis, includirs

Tag vlro:onts,

c) ASD(!HU) and LURLE jointly c¢stablished a Defonn:
Science Eoard Task Forco to vecoumead spuroprictie

specificaticns uud stondards pollicy.
Status:

A. DMSSE:

1) Now have five Technical Panvel
Electronics, kiztrication, Clo
Audio Viquall. The MOC?IC&L_
preparad an intarim policy cn
system o ment in the

by DepSec

2) A task group revised the Dol Standardization
- Manuzl coveving syecification preparation,
coordJnarlud and managamsnt.

DDRED
30 Nov 70
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RFP Eevicw Boaards:

All threa Servicas have established these Teview

boards and are actually scrubbing new major systenm
RFPs. On several procurements, uraft RFPs were
submitted to industry prior to formal release to
bidders soliciting comnents cn the identification
of cest-driving elements and suggestions on how to
meet the intent of the need at lower cost.

Defense Science Foard Task Force:

Found that while needing continual dttention for
improvement, 5pec1£1cat10ns and standards were
adeguate and not the fundamental problem. The
probien was-real_y the over-application (or blanket
application) of these documents, ‘which in many cases.
resulted in unwarranted costs.- Among the Task Force
recommendations are: 1) ”tailo*iunﬁ or selective
application of the specification requirements to :
each pregram, 2) establish an enviroament to provide’
1ncenr1Te” on LC:t?aCtO“C/bldLLf; for proposing
cifs uLqu‘ und for recomnending cozt
1v2Ts to redice coshs. gid C) cdutanion
' i ion appli C“L::rs
2Tyices are. curvs:
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‘has often been:only a fraction of that "deronstrated” by the contractor

[
FYPRY

UNCLASSTFIED

RELIABTLITY AND MATNTALSABILITY

ting and support cost of defense systems vhile
readiness and opzratiocnal effectivenzss.

1. Isswve: To reduce th= ecp2
maiGiailning or imcreasing t

ckground: Relisbility aod Maintainability (R&!) are measurable parior-

2-.

riano parameters that link system design charactaristics to readipess,

effectiveness, opesrating and support cost. Improved R&M simultaneous ly
cr

asas readlness and pzrcentage of successful missions, while decroasing
malnLenance, supply and maapower requirements. In the past, field reliability
in
REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. This occured because REL DEMO test criteria did
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of 2
“failure" were not relevant to actual field experlence. 05D has major
initiatives underway to improve thls situation.

3. DoD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed on improving the R&M of

systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems already in production,

4. Current Statys: Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
all DCPs and attainment of these thresholds has bacom2 an issue at DSAUC
raviews. The D2puty Director (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority

.on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his

reperts to the Deputy Secretary of Defeanse and the DSARC Chairman at all
cr1t1ca1 milestore decisions.

OTIREE and OASD(ISL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure these
parame2ters are addressad as an integral part of the acquisition process for
both major and less—than-major system and subsystem programs.

Tha Militacy Dapariments are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli-
2bility, especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increasad
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of wore
realistic test facilities is to be paid for by shorter total test tiez and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values.

The Szrvices have recently included in thzir budgets fuads to iwmprove rzadi-
ness and reduce operating costs for equipment in tha field. - This is
accomplished primarily throuzgh thz upgrading of equipment reliability
waiatainability ideatified by organizations spacifically charged with th
responsibility such as thz Alx ¢2 Productivity, Reliability, Availsibi
and Maintazinabilicy (PRAM) Proypcam Office.

[
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Governmaat and industrial tachasliogy base activities are exploring the
P PN
1 ic =0

feasidility of using highly reliable electron rdules as bazic butldics
blocks for widespread apolication to electronics aquipwment, High desd
reliability and tight quality coatrol are to bz paid for by savings : i
through volume production and standardization,




SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE

1. Subject: The relationships between Soviet science and technology
doctrine and practice and their military technolegical status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin--"One must
elther master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--"The development of Soviet science has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resoclution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the civilian sector., Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S.
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and
exploiting advanced technology. '

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained.
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet wmilitary technology--
overall--will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do so.

ODDRS&E
2 December 1975%
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4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces (e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk

-of surprise is great.




U CLAZGTE

SSSTTT TN N OTTRTAT TAIATTATY arrEn
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Igsue; To utilize cormpstition Lo the matirum extont fan sible
uring the acgouisition of d=lensa systems and eguipmen t.
B?ukFTOJld - compztition betveen system concepits, wresent and

monosea JfStcm contractors, SLbCOﬁu?ECuGrS; and evea heitwezn

the Hilitowy Departments is the parampunt motiveting fector during

both dovelopment and production of defenze herdweare. Vlnnlng The
development and/or rroduction contract is. a far grester incentive
than the profit rate or any "iuceéative clause" aftcr competition.
is reduced to a sole source. ' :

DD B wtxou. COw etition is to be usad wherever cconcmically

icu31bﬂg taroughout the acgu151t10n cycle, to inclnde b01bv51‘=':
cevelo,muuu, producticn ‘and alternate sourcing. :

Lrpe prese .urir7 &
est resalts {"fly -o.LT"
isinn to "m"mce

f-_ircr oy,
contar, XLl

m o high volum
slso held,
missiles, th
Hil-48 torped

then ChMpet~t1on Is not economically feasivle at the waapon zirstem

.

l'“el, subsystenr and ceoiponznt compztition is often implemenncd.
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1. ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system.

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiated and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3.RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.
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Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - (Classified)

Notes: 1. Some portions of these alsc qualify for Exemption 5 and
such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these'papers are unintelligible due to deletions
as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvemént {also on Enclosure 3)_
" ..

SLBM/TRIDENT XI (unintelligible w/deleti&ns)

Briefing Paper.{algo on Enclosure 3)

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible G/deletions)

Space Dafense funintelligible w/deletions)

High Energy Lasers {(unintelligible w/deletions)

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. (also on Enclosure 3)
NET Technical Assessment--U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E

Chair Heritage (alsc on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Gdided-Proéectile Copperhead (CLGP} (also on Enclosure 3)

Impact of Procurement Changes on the F-18 (also on Enclosure 3)
{(unintelligible w/deletions)

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3)
Conventional Airfield Attack Missile {also on Enclosure. 3}
General Support Rocket System (GSRS) {also on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker {alsoc on Enclosure 3}

Al 2
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‘j".:. Yoo Current Status: - S

ST Defensive Programs: .

.‘\"

3

CHEMICAL WARFARE PREADINESS IMPROVEMENT |

*. (U} Subject of Issue: DoD efforis to improve chemical warfare

—{CW) posture, botk protective and retaliatory.

o USSR poses-serious threat in CW. & ' S -
- \ . e

o

"o US has ratlfled Geneva Protocol w:.th resarvamon wnich essentla.lly
bans first use of Cw.:

3. {(U) DoD Position: Supports effarts to moderrnize chemical warfare

- capability azd to improve pIO"EC:.LVE postu*e to allow continuing apera-
-fl?:ms in a CW enviromment. - P ) -

! . PRL L . . .

~ budcret conta.mns[ 7.
: o FY 1977 Army bt.doet conta.lnnd._. 595 8M for p*'ocure*nﬂnt O&:M
and war reserve furds; FY 1973 budget contaunc] “lall for

mp;ovemenu of defensive and p?'os..ec‘ive posture.

‘ , o FY 1977 budget contalned $37. 4n fo*‘ uefens:.ve RDT&. E, FY 1973

Lo Y 1977 AJ.:. Force bt.c‘.cre.. corc:—uned $17 2‘[ for protective itemns; ‘

" FY 1978 containsl| II
> o o ) ' -~
o Tra::::ng is being improvad in both Army and Air Force, about !
personnzl will be added o traizing and disaster grepavedness teams
by ¥¥ 1973,

[



C..) Retalictoy Programs:

- -

.. " .. . . [ .
. - . . o . -

s
w

‘ s - oo e g
o Binary chemical munition RDT&L 15 continuing;,
- programmed by FY 1978. ' !

O

‘o Mo production decision on binary munitions has been rmade, nor-
. has any modernization program been undertaken perding further
review of national policy in this area. Various studies. are in
. " progress to better develop the DoD position. :
) S
t ey . :
. " . ~ ) - . A . ' , . n
L N - . . i -.
- L 4
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"M-X

Issuz: What should be-the M-X developmenit pace?

i. Subject | . : ' S R -
e B e . ' R . . - .

The M-X is ‘envisionsd as a larve, h;rhly accurate, MIRVed J

‘missile (anproxlnately 170,000 1bs) capable of being moved from
aimpoint to almpoint in a nanner which will conceal 1ts location
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground -
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the
offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoinis can be prollferated at relatively low cost. .The M-X
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also

“retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command and
control features 1nherent in a land based ICBM

‘2.. Background |

.Four new-generation Soviet ICBMs andid ipayload
.variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy,
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability is
‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile RED effort beyond
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards
improvement of their countericrce capability and a2 broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements.
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 19805, as well .as a
partial redress of the growing throwweight imbalance, can be
achieved by making the TCBM traﬂsnortable and hard to an optimal
. degree.. By prOV1d1ng credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the

weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be avoided.

g

“3. DoD Position -i

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an zbsolute nacessity for

W tn
o]
H
(]
3

. -strategic deterrence becouse the diversity of three entirely dif
systems will preclude a potential disaster by one technology break-
through. ICBMs offer a2 uniqus capability not present in the other
two legs of the TRIAD, nama2ly, capability across the entire tsarget
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target Xill capability; faci’ Lo

gt

,
pcsitivn command ana control; and an s2xcellent inhesrent cagacit)
For wodr=ssing throwweight imbalances. 45 tne ICBM 1s -ital %o the

M e )
TRIAD, its surv1vab1?it“ shouid therefors be insured.

rt
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4. Current Status |

-

M-X technelogy has proceeded in the advanced development

stage for several years, particularly in the areas of guidance
and propulsion: ) ' : R

) ) : _ Basing mode studies have been
ccomplished, indiceating_that the shelter and trench concepts
s the most promising. /

\

5. Funding (Millioms) \

it subuitmn dnka + TN

FY 78 -. 79 80 81 82
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. To d scrlbc wWeapons tyf'c*“
n;gh be: -
NN f@}_. -~ Construcd as having- & £irst ‘st
wov oo Lo o capability Yy R
Losc. a7 = Bubjects of concern i arms ) K
oL SR ‘ncgotiations because of: L ETRL T
T 'VT:;Q;';g,gj'wfuwv Possible verification problems. ”
.t lo o "~~.Possible threats to Soviet JtratL01c
: BRI S ©War- ma?:no Capabllltles. .
oo e Yossible First q ‘rike chyonq .

The onxv conceiveble reason for our atLCHPLlUg a eru'

strilke voqu be to disarm the Soviets, i,e., to deliver a
. Surprise initial attack of such Ma;ultude'as teo reduce 1o
ra.relatively negligible level the Soviet capzcity for
.-~ - . retalistion.. Otherwise, we-dinvite their retaliziion.
== - " have an assured second strike capability ~- achieved

T

a TRIAD similsr to our own ~- which wve carnnot oblite rate )
SO
11t

‘g- any present or proposed capability, or even. BY cvpab: 1ES
" which are s$till in the realm of speculation. At lesezt twice
in the last thirty years the Soviets did net have an assured

-..retaliatory capability; they were engaged in provok -nv-us;
and yet, 3t was not in our nature o attempt even limite
militeary action against then, . ' '

‘The a2bility. io excchte a disarming ! .

. three essc ntlal S _Q;&mf;__ . .W-~qu,

_.ﬁ‘ﬂccuzatc 10C5110H of 811 Soviet Jt1aicgic weapons.
) .= Sufficient weapons to attack elxcctifcly all Soviet

strategic weapons,

- SI’TPTISE. . .l . ‘ : -.»_
. Ye do not pPOSSESS ¢ither of Le first two military capabil
.- ties and our open society forecloses the third esserntial.

. 5t11l, there are some who believe that the development of
certain _weapons systenms poses a poiential first strike capa-
.bility. 1In this context, a hard tavget kill (BTK) capability
'35 most often cited as a Pirst strike capability An HTR ..

capability would be necessary but not 1UfflCJCnL, without
satis{ying the above criteria, for a first strike. U.S. IITK
capabilitics and goals derive from a desire for effectivencess
and efficiency in a retalijatory role, and -- for those weapoas
. targeted against his strategic nuclear forces -~ to destroy
"his residual or reserve ferce to preclude cocrcion or fuither
-war-making capacity after the-omsct of hostilities. = '

s . .
tl‘i' .
ey

T - T T T 7 " ‘ r e e e g



: Not only do we not scek a flrst strlke capeblllty, we
. seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in
“a crisis situation by providing our forces with such char-
<’ acteristics. that an aggressor .would not significantly change
- ‘the outcome. by striking first in a crisis.’ .This .is the
,'essence of strﬂteglc Stabllluy.; o :T3,4;-2§52="- L

3 Those Systems most frequently cri ti ; d as hav1ng a .
;-flrs; strike capability are:. == . . 7. . IO I TR

which will be deceptlvely based

among a large number of hardened aim points. - Ft" will satlsfy
requlrements for,: (1) multiple aim point: basing to redress - - :: .7
the increasing vulnerability-of silo based ICBM'S' (2) greater:
payload to somewhat offset the existing Soviet .throw-weight. = 2=
advantage 'in new-¥CBM's and SLBM's3 and, (3) the capability . .. .m.-
= to attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set of targets,n‘“J'"

._‘- i

: Through M-X. development we seek the ab111ty to" BT .-
;;ma1nta1n a credible second strike which is in fact that whlch B
- deters a Soviet first strike.: , However,. the ultimate founda-
> _tion of the credible second strike is in numbers of deployed. .
- .weapons -and not in the weapon system development. They are SR
separable con51deratlons.m.é,i__:_:ﬁ:, e el ‘ S

”i'M-X multlple a1m p01nt bas1ng 15 cr1t1C17ed by'sone on - -*'”"fgf
the grounds that it is difficult to verify numbers-of n1551les.'gs;“
. We note that while this may be true in .the general case, ok
deployment constraints can be devised which permit high: con-]f”“
fidence counting even without on-site inspection, and- that 7
~on-site counting is quite rellable,_ln any event. “-Banning .-
. mobile missiles is tantamount to-giving up-on ICBM's, since - i
it is only‘a matter-of time before the survivability of U.S. 7 770.7
~silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptably low. Further, mobile - _n

ICBM's, because of their high surV1vab111ty, do not invite a qﬁ“' :
“first strike (there'is no premium - for .striking. ;lrbt) and el
' hence represent a stablllzlna lnfluEHCE.j_dqgg < T

”,v b. Inproved Yleld and Accurecy for MIVUT HAN;;ngTff;i
L MINUTE\IA\I e d is beum lmproved'

_ - These:arez interim’ z
Hslmprovements to redress throw wexght asynmetrles and malntaln :
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: essential equivalence panding the availability of M-X. iunbers
T of MINUTEMAN III are inadequate, even with improved accuracy
and higher yield, to Tepresent a first strike threat.

-

€. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle). '

MaRV's are potertially applicable to any ballistic
missile. They have two applications. One is for evading
defensive missiles, thez other is for improving overall missile

. System accuracy. /

D, - . - -

o As with other weapons systems or components, this
development does not threaten any adversary. Further, deployed
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three
essential criteria for 2z first strike, :

{23 " d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. ST e

':‘-T:. . . - "_ L - - s - - -
. - These represent no conceivable first strike potential
because of the long flight times involved. : - -

2. Subjects-of Concern - Verification
oL a. M-X: Discussed above under first strike.

b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently

"in advanced development: the air launched cruise missile
(ALCM)} and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise nissile, The
ALCM, deployed on B-52s,. could significantly enhance bomber
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple-
menting penetration ranse, and providing increased overall
targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the TOMALAWS..
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWX wili provids the
Navy a much nceded capability to insure that our ships anad
submarines will not be out-ranged by potertial adversarics,
The nuclear armed Land Attack TOMANAVY could ke deploved on
submarin raft, and modile land launchers.
for tact ~ :

5
a
S
~
c

e D0

, surface ships, zirc
al or strategic attac

) Both ALCM and TOMANAWK are nighly accerate, flexible,
inexpensive weapons. They are small, aerodynamic vehicle
that {1y at high subsonic spoeds at very low altitude mal
: them very difficult to detect and destroy. They use comm
- TERCOM terrvain matching guid aAce, system turbine engine,

nuclecar warhead. : -

Qe

e

.
ey

-~

{2 by oy




- - AL R -
. * .
. - : e ;
(."._','.‘_} . N ; . " ' N - - - g .4
RTYIT is expected that a decision will be nade in the next few -
+ months on whether to enter engineering development with o
-either ALCM or TOMAHAWX or both. T e T A R et
B If cruise missiles are covered in future SAL agreewments, )
© + .there. could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
“raddressed. The first aspect could be verification of the
- total number of cruise missiles deployed cor in storage and .
the sscond could involve 1imi¥s on range of the missiles. . E
O
: s
" ailt. 0 Thére is no known adequate technical basis for veri-~ e

o Tf£iably cconstrazining cruise missile range. For example, some
" current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range than
> the potential U.S. cruise nisgiles, are physically ruch larger
=¥ than the . U.S. cruise missiles would be. An overriding con-
.. . ’sideration bearing on thé problem of limiting cruise missile
~ = .:irvange is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet
i . targets requires a -long range for U.S. cruise missilies ..
‘whereas hcéavy coastal population sznd industrial cencentration

. “..in the United States-permits attack by short trange Soviet

o o.-cruise missiles. There' is no realistic way to differentiate. = --

‘o~ - between tacticzl and strategic cruise nissiles. Ceen o

. 3.7 Subiect of Concern - Threats to Soviet Stratemic War- :

oo TTHMaxing Capabilities ; - ' .7

T -a.” U.S. Offensive Systems: Discussed in 1. above. iz
oieeeh. ABM:  We have no deployed ABM capability. VWe .have a

program (~ $200M) in advanced component and systems technology.
. ..No weapons system is under development. ABM RED has the- - A
. following objectives which. represent no threat to any Soviet R

‘strategic war-making capability: L

o ~"Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an AR}
. 7 system should one be required for defense of ICHM .
coo ¥ . forces, c3 systems, or other high value targets. . - T
- _ ‘
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: * e =" Haintain Lhﬂ U.S. 1cad in" ABM téchnology f““ounh
cL.-t. oty .o JAnvestigation of advanced components, tc”hnolob'es,
¢ -, ipse.er . and systems concepts that could ¥ eid 2 technologi-
o LT J_ C31 breakthrough. o, . T '
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% L o SPb(‘InL NUCL, AR MATERIALS - :
- Issue: Does U. S TUun sh**t of spec1a1 nucicar materials for
= . ... 1ts weapecns? _ . ;,
1. Subject | : -
‘The term special nuclear maLe*lals (SRH};'cohsists_pf“enriche
- -uranlnn, ‘plutonium, and tritiuvm. : - )
_r 2, Backgroundj“_
-
ot
:
. &

.o a .
- ﬂ'ﬂ'“\ﬂl"'m. —

o __There are two alternatives which may be“coﬁs¢he,ed

4 e + - + ———
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e CHIGH ENEZRGY LASERS .
3. Subject of !Interest \,
‘2. Background k;; - ‘;" N a. .

in the gkp!oratory andlear]y advanzed

b imm kTR

o The program is essentially
developrent stage.

e .

o Ve have made a concerted effort to focus on techrzloay and avoid

divecting major portions of our efforts toward specific ncar terim applica-
~. tioms. - L L i
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e . el ) o S -
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* than usual coordination role.

0 All three Services and DARPA are involved and DDREE has a strongar
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FATO ATIRDORNE FARLY VAUNTHNG (AEH) RIRCHAFT

BLEH: AT0 has a need for un airborne eatly warning aiguruf“ to

provids tha kef lom=nL in establishing Lontrol of the alr eaviien-

went wharever HATO forces are empgaged.

PR -

Tri-Major NATO Commanders Yequiremant has been stated for a fDrC" cf
these aircrafr. A dcciglon on this matter will have to b2 made dox i
the Feb-May 1377 tims fr

BACKGROUND _-;Q 3 ;ffm”fﬂ. -

Since 1973 the US has proposed that FATO accept the USAF E-3A AWACS
(or a derivation thercof) 2s the candidate aireraft to satlsfy the

Tri~Majer WATO Commanders RCC for a force of FATO Airborne Early Vam-

Ing aircraft. Several different NiT0 committess, study groups, and
stﬂering cowittees have been formed to provide recomuendations on
airersit type, coniiguration, force size, ground JAnterfacs wodific
with WADGE, Strida II, UHADGE, and 407L/412L, )

zticns

T e e e e e LT - & an .
.

ATO pations such as Worvay a
upport, but

hntuellandn have exr essed st;onv

o= this. patter vas st ¢
e mexting. At that meet
i mportance of a ”TO AER-;or
te & meeging of high 1=
cial aspecis to be £ol
lMinicters to decide whe

vel experte
lowed shortly theresfte
ther ox no;_to procee

ary
<
by a meetlvw of Dz

PoD POSITION

Status:  DoP rapresentatives are p"cuaring for participation in’

the meeting of the NATO kigh level experts to be held in January 1277.
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. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT--U.S. vs. USSR RDTSE

" 1. Subject of Iunterest: The relative capabilities of tha 1.8, and
USSR for periforming military RDTEL.

H e e i k] e ——— i e =+ e —— - - - -
2. Background:

Bl e L HET R P I PP S, e e

These ‘analyses show the USSR outspending the U.S. in .
milltary RDT&E for at least the last six years.

: More substantive comparisons take into account differences in RDT&E
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology
. advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A Jjudgmental
assessment has been made taking these factors into- account, znd
indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvement in the quality of
Seviet military RDT&E. Although U.S. technological quality -
gensa arally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the corbinztica of
Soviet quantitative advantage and quality merJVEmEEtS is of sevicus
concern to future U.S. national sacurlty
3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and
needs to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost—-a military
balarce with the USSR, so as to deter global coanflict and deter or
win limited wars. he U.S. has an inherent advantage, in that
‘advances in several militarily important technologies are jointly
supported by the military and commercial markets (e.g., airecraft cos
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit industries, and
computers). There is no counterpart to this jeint marke: support ia
“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDTcu effort in the past has generally
emphasized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent
" years “they have shown that they can pull ahead of the U.S. if there
is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technolozy
advances (e.g., chemical warfare)}. Today, Soviet military RDTCE
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies
with potentially great payoff in wmilitary applications. The U.S. can
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chooszs to do so
(e.p., air-to-air avionics and militar ry space systems), despite tha
advartages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. _opea society.

4. Curreqt Status: The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior
technwology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and personnel.
Declared Soviet scienc eftechnology policy is to surpass the U.S.,
but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive abte pts to
transFer techno;og) from the U.S.

o ' a : ODDR&E
- o o - : 2 Decezber 1976

.m“;“_; ' . \' -
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. o T Howuvef
therz are gaps in our 'un de*Stnndln“ of some Soviet mffitary RDT

activitiez, wnich appear to be related to vitsl nission arecs o[ '
U orCes, Lnree steps need to be taken to zvoid technological
a: . (1) Ceatinue to moaitor 2nd assess Soviet RDTSE

<

and their potential relationships to the military balance.
ain a vigorous RSD effort to generate technoloblcal options
in areas where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprlsc
is great. (3) Maintain a persistent and coherent program of RDTLE
for advancing and ewploiting militarily important technolegy areas

o
[
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b
e cr I8
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9

- ‘where U.S5. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop new

strengths for application in selectcd mission areas where Soviet
efforts are creatin g an imbalance. - _ Tt
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. - Issue: (U) The Navy has been prevented by Convressmnal aclion fro*n

P R SR PR st S atek ey g =i ST Lo SR J R
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Budget Related Issue

' CHAIR EERITAGE

contanulrg the Chair Heritage Program at__ “~..funding levels.

T R i R

e o o o o "' The Fiscal
1977 request for authorization contained an Eyploratory Development
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritzge,
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3,4M, was to

" linitiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator {ATA),. .

These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armead Services -
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage p o~
gram by the JASON Commlttee. * ' ;

(Uj The JASON Comrnittee completed its study ard reported favorable
regarding program continuation. - The results of the JASON review

and the proposed program were presented to ¢he Congressional stafis
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However,
HASC concurrente has not been received. All FY 7 f\..nds are deferred
pending resolution of thls issue, :

w:.th HASC staff may cla.rlfy sitvation. = -

. ODDRAE - ° — e ST \

= Impa ct: (Uj Delaying this program for mpre than a year Wl*l break up Q

the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laborator ry and delay the
answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use of thl.J machme
‘as a viable wea.pons systerm : : - : o

}#A DARPA- Advisory Committes

. OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76

!

. Position: (U) HASC - Cerent pos*uon is not known. T*npendmg *nnetmg 5

-
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] CALNOR LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE COPPERHEAD {cLcp)
' Ei - ' ' . S e , .
' 2. Probliem:  The Army has beoen in IEngiueering Develepslant siace 1375
P oa a 1552 Cannon Launched Guided Projectile with terhinal homiay Capa-
i biliey, and has the progran on contract to Fartin-lMarietta. The Havy :
b hag zls50 been doing similar in-lLouse work au a 5" piojeclile for ship-
L board use and more recently has done work on ag §" guilded projectile.
P - DoD has continually stressed commonality of the Ravy 5" and the Army o
1557m rounds, . o

e . ... .. _ _ On the other hand, the Nouse Armed Services

A Committee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERHEAD thus

i _ delaying the preograam, while directing that more commonality studies be con-
:.:': ) .- - ducted, ) : Lo ' e

v

o 2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporated

b .. - were selected in February 1672 for participation in Advanced Development.-

‘& ©. - . During this piase the mzjor subsystems of the COPPERETAD (CLGP) were gun.

f( L fired to determine survivability. The two contractors, with different

f.. -~ design councepts, were authorized to enter inte the Validation Phase cof .
4Avanced Development dm September 1973, [ "~ T Tt e -

.
e e e e A = i e e s —— s ———————

S e

e r e e} ik ot talin st e ey e e

T : ;DSARC"II’ﬁﬁs'Eéiﬂuﬁﬁmigujﬁﬁédig75;—fcéﬁlziug in authoriza- -
}“ e .. tiom to enter Full Scale Engineering Development. Martin-Marietts was

el awardzad an Engineering Davelopient Contract oa 25 July 1975. :The contrast

§ rodificztion fer the restructured contract, necessitated by Congressicnal

; - . reduction in FY 76/7T was signed 25 Jun 76 and increcsed the program by o
i ~ . $3. A task force chaired by DDRIE with fxwy, Navy, zod Mardine Ceorps .
i 77 members,. conducted a guided projectile commonality study during Hay thm=e o
i ' Sep 76. "This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armed BRI

. Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force reccomended that both
“ .. 5" and 155mm guided projectile develowmant should be continued. Im
1+ 2+ " view of the above, the Army wes authorized to initiate Producibilicy

: u .
i T Engineering Planning (PEP) on 15 October 1976. 7The HASC subscquently -

*ﬁ ’ bkeld up PEP and approval to initiare it was givan to the Army on 3 Decesher

HE 1976 wirth liability limited to $350,000 and efforts to stop at enc of

i February 1977. o e -

i 3. DoD Position: '"fff—:"“""""""'”’*f'"'*”“""”"‘"i:f""A R L
i . = - - el memhre e e e e e e et oo .
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IMPACT OF. PROCUREMENT CHANGES
ON T F18

1. Problem: The FI8 program

L e e ——
i
e —— .

3. DoD Position:é

e

e et T

4. Current Status: The PBD's roflect these changos.”

it

- me
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AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY .

1. Problem: USN and USAF fi gnrpr au‘_r'ift are‘ ‘ _ -

2; Backaround A number of factors have caused a shortage oflalr to-air

gu1ded m15511es. The har in Vleunam caused expanul*ures to be h1Wh
______ both for conbat énd tralnlng, Lhe ing rea51ng cost of new mlsalles 1_
'results in reduued quantlt} bLys and the low n15511° k111 probab llty: j—':?
' translates into a reqqlrewenu for more m15511es to meet substan—'_ R

tially the same threat. In add1L101 devnlopnﬂnt programs for

navw missiles (AIM-7F and ADM-9L) both ran into problems ‘which

1.(;;; - . resulted in delays and further exace;oaued thn 1nveq;o*y problen.
3. DoD Position: -i ' o .l

For Lh° immediate future we must strive to dﬂvelop a

'i“ new generatlon of mls>11es Wthh (a) are more affordable by v1rtu=’
.vof lower’ cost of acqu151L10n and ownersnlp, (b) have a h1ouur klll
'probab111ty so that we need to procur= them in feher numbers and -i;ﬁff

(c) can be devauopﬂd on scheau’e& ‘

4. Current Sta*u;-j/ ' ¥
'_--'-‘_ } _.;L__;::;.:.;;_;-___‘__,____, L

(JSh/USAr) deVAIOCﬂean




bases (MJBs) is difficult because- of the combina

and ueath;1.

e e

o —

3 . .
3 . ' "
VL _ S =T cary MTOSTT
CONVENTTONAL AIRFIELD  ATTACK MIGSILE
I. Problom: Do we need a Conventional Alviisld Attack Missile (QAAN)7
2. Backeround: The combination cf the ¥arssw Fact Alr Force nunbers
deOETlt} ccupled with their epportunity to initiate an attack
against HATO air bases coniinues to boa difficelt p probiem.  Cuor
effort to counter the Red advantace hzs in the past includsad
sheltering of our aircraft, deplovment of ground and air defenses
and prov 1dmo a cowculo.nl strike second capability utilizing
attack aircraft. The interdiction of Pact Main operating air
ticn of defenses

i

icr 'fhe LT is

i The prime candidate

1‘7’3 - -
& 3. Dod Position:i 7 o
eyt |
|
: e o ———- e e e rmmee T _— T T
4.7 Qurrent Status: The PBDs reflect the Dol position with | /
initial fondine established in FY7S. e !
) :
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. GENERAL SUPPORT ROCYVET. ‘SYSTEN (2503)
1. Prohlum: ’
o
1
1
-
2. Eacbground' The GSPS coqcepL hag bean axistent In its current forn o
since 1973. Army Joint VWorking Group (Jw:) was estebYishad In February . -
. 1574 to assess the need for a GSRS with a gsounterfire {:ounger—battery,
&ir defense suppression) mission. The JW3 conductad a preiininary .
technical and cost assessment of a muitipiz Tzunch reozier systen based
on a threat prOVlded by thz USA Fu&ld Artiilery Schast {Fas).  in mig-
1874, DA directed a study of. thz Arti iliery Svstem {Vazk Force EATTLIXING) o
wn:ch con%:dnred two CSR; concepts. B e L
' R A Y S SR -
} 3 LA which was ¢ - 0TI

: . The JWG prepared = Lettor of fgreement {LDA
‘approved by DA in September 1975, A Specizi Study Sroup

. Sub;cQJEHEI} formed to conduct en in-depth investigaticn F cepts,
- .and arrive at a recomrénded approach te Tulfill the system need. The
. ithreat was the impetus behind the requi rement, and was o major facisr in. L
... ‘determining the required physicel and performancs charpsztaristizs of the ;
' GS8S. Using a representative torget list, @ fiequest for Pronocal was -
reteaszd to industry in December .1975 tc asgist in detsrmining the bast
technical approach (BTA). Five contrzctors Wore choseEn Io-assist in
‘déVL«GPTeﬁt of ‘system concepts and to propase in-dapth techiicsl and - .
; ‘cost trade=offs and program cost anz schedules dstz.  In-eddition, a survev
ir_ﬂ; cf foreign rocket system technology was conducted for . zppiication. . The 5
. SSC then procesdad with a Cost and Cperational Effectiveness Analysis.
COTD&Flng tﬁe BTA to fore:on existing U.S. and parametric systems.
f .
|_ﬂh_ IR
L
3. DoD Position:!

ey




and 17 the procram:
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L. Status: The Amy is

LN

prenaiin
znd | ‘ ts approved, co
Lo larch-April 1977, '
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gran with Hughes for =z A
i

'-Havy usg. The Army is w

. eperational

. ' _ INFRATID THAGINT STEZDE Ty

(For ady to Hmeuad)

1. Prohica: Tie Air Torce has r Eagluzaring
Developaznt with the MAVERICK ma Sealer (IIR);
The Kavy now agrees to utilizo ] ¢ net pre-
Beotly fully supporting devglfpt" dmaging seeker for ENLLFIRE,

2. PBackground: Efforts have heen on- g oing at the Army ) iﬂsile Co*~‘ rd
since 1972 to develop ar imasing seeker suizable For haliborns use on a -
- small diemeter missile. Contrzcrors inve ivad in thia E:plc-“_erv DJvelo“~

ment have been Hughes and
the Air Fozce has more en
1
Development to commensze in
BULLDGG nd a non-inaging

e

3. DoD 30§1t10n.5 ‘ T

4. Statum: Air Forcﬁ st

planring a nozminzl 6.3

kst 0

-
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Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technoloéy Base Funding Increase

Control of Size.of In-House Technology Base Program

DOD Use of Animals in Research

_Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernizatiqn

Computer Software .
Bombers

Briefing Paper {also on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XMl Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATé Airbprne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2)
Test énd Evaluation Efficiency -

Major Rangeé and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible
w/deletions)

Independent Research and Development
Export of Technology . \
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Rasources & Manpower R&D

Atk 3




2. Backeround: The Technolooy: B ase coustiiy
[0,

. -

1. . Subject of Interest: The term ,'.ech*:o;. gy Base
Research (6. 1) and Exploratory Develop: ;ez:t 6.2) categories of th

- RDTLE budget, and part of the Advanced Develoniient 16.3) category.,

i
of the DoD RDTLE budget. 1t is the fourdation for thie RDTLE program
1,

and provides the technology ortions for new techuic: , new systems
and better manpower use leading toward improved military capability.

: of the naticn

The Technology Basc contributes to the cconomic he
‘e Techrol C oy Bage iu

through commercialization of R&D by-prodvcts.

- performed in the in<house labormonﬂb as wail oo i"'“c'lj,.; coniraciual

L
, dollars beginning in FY (4. This trend wosn rove-

3. DoD Positicn: The 'I‘cc‘" logy ‘Basc is cor {
6e

geu
" capabilities, including initiatives

cfiorts with universities, axd irdu stry. T N ) -
M 1] e _ o - : ! ' ... * _ _ e -
'1‘ ne lec:hnol‘\cr) zse effort decreased =t iersus of constant
X through increased

finizncial support te the Toechnele oy Base bsg aning i Y 74, Thiz
. increase has been supperied by Dol and the Aymmel Sorvices Cormmitiecs
: 'mg the Aporepriations Comnmitices, . oo

- - - B . ) R B . : . . - . . '-.ot :

urity of ‘the nat tion, It has ,r;i VR ous soros o

i
nproved acrodynan Ecs advanced simalot:

_ tf-r.;i!‘ln‘-’ improved materials, night vigion davi

}mﬂlor*y ax.d reduced mé:tallty Ior the

4. Current Status: The PPGLS spaecifies

further, that Exploratcry Development { (.

Inent to technological superiority on the part of the DoD) and Céngress,

of 2 minimum of 10% per year in constan!

below the FY 78 buuget request in constu;

Loes on to specify that the percentage of ()-’. achivved in ¥

RDT&E budget and the percentage of 6. 2 ackh i

RDT&E budget will be maintaired as the mi

suLs;quent years., _ o i ‘
R . L g {:}

. R e — l --.. _ - - “ . . B ’fhis |

increase will continue the trend toveard reinvigorating our Technology

Base program and will serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit-

j;
,..- ,_-.

L e e onp(REAT)
T e Des 76
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Budget Related Issue

L CO”TROL or SI L5 OF IN-HQUSE TECHNOLOGY BASE PROGRAM

iz ike Technology Basc program by decreasing
the amount of work done in-ho: wee and increasing the amount done in
industry and universities

Issue: We are restructurin

Historv: The DoD Techncle,y Base has three ma 2jor participants (the
in-house laboratories, indusiry znd unis vursities), each performing a
unique part of the overall p‘o:::am. Cwer the past ten years there has
been a decrease of approxima ly 407 int the level of effort in the DoD
Technology Base program, is decrease has been taken primarily in
the university and industry programs whils the in-house effort has
remained ess entia‘fly level, ’?‘*..e in-houvze portion had increased from
approximately 23% of the to i Tachnology Dase program in FY 68 {o

te
Thi

approximately 43% in FY We are rantoving the level of effort as
well as the balance hetw anopariticipnats Ly increasing the f\..hchnrf in the
: program, directing that the n primarily 1o the university and

industry programs znd by =
in the in-house RDT&LE prog
portion of the DoD Ier‘h“cﬂr 3

approximately 10%
coal 1s to reduce the in-house
rogram to approximately 30%.

Position: In FY76 the Air ¥orne prograrm weas approximately 423% in-hecus
the \Iavy 41%, the Lrmy 609, wand, with DARPA and DNA essentially all
contract, the overall DoD lcvel is 385‘:’9, Vie are continuing to control the
in-house program by estabiishi
Navy, and Air Force in Y

siruin level of effort for the A*Lns,

e pan iy Sk S i mms i e o L . ..
e T .

AU . o . . ODD(RKAT)
3 Lo B : - 30Nov 76

3
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Lo T 'DOD USE OF ANIME*I_S ux RESEARCH © Y LS

ﬁ;.chc‘c of Issuer - Pc r:; cally, edoar
m‘.. rest to DoD using animuls in resonieh

Hi '-t‘cory- Annually in the Spring, severa) snimil protective azsoeiztions
and Congressional members reonen o

the need for, tho proper curé n—, and .
“favorite tectic has been to ssseciate 5 commiaint with a Dabd Broguridy
that iz also judged unpopu:ar cr inhuicensz by ol grouns, such as
.chemical warfare agent develepment, =nd to uss this as a basis for
petting restrictions on animul use placed into Dold tudget and avthoriza-
tion legislation, The constrzints, however, 2:s writtenin a manne
-making them applicable to rnore than o1 and
program to which they ave attached (i o, 211 7 wiveily surnpostad reseaxchl,

Jutter cawnpaign which gueations

".1.‘.:*‘.-.-15 .'“} resgcaer C}:‘.. A

 than the vnpopulax

7 47 .
DL DT LI T

f"-......l_J, - e -

S TS TN o ..U

aye used to ths Tnasirmumn pogsl :-_11::-,

- - —— e -
tnc pcc&per use of an i."‘r ?ls 'lh:" h 1'.
3216, 1, Policy cn Animals im Dol RIDVG M
Instructional Progra: mns.  VWithout use 1§, i_,_ L&:T
programs to establish standisr d for In exlyadre o toxic substence,

- cambat trauma and an,a sul ite crrc, NT0UeS e ond mmaterials and

n B

Tad 2

OAD(E&LS)? -
29 MNovernher 1976
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v g ey

o eqmpmc,m. tmd troop ira;alng nc.edt zmprovement and emphasis.,

3. . ’30’) Pouhon

= ‘“

v
-

- . - - ' . - B Lo - . - - - ' +
e . “a

.

'A'I.. [:u*nect of Issue: ("‘nc*rnc_e.l varfare “nd chc.m1ca1/L1o?oglc¢1 (CW/BD)

defense ,;rorrramc;

o Program Objectives: Im support of current natm 2l policy, these
" programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of
CW/BW against U.S. or Allied forces and to provide 2 retaliatory
‘capability if deterrence fails, The emphasis of the program is to
" provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn
.~ of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an
L "sses"ment of the threa.h and thc \'111“&1".131)11:}7 of U, S, £r)rceb.
L 'lhe I!% Lh'.. v'on.ld’v prc,;.tc.fji Cupub‘lpt}f to, npcra‘ce ina
. CW e*wrronmeni P SR A T

LR T N Coe '_ : - : . ! L. -

-

: "‘o The US retaliatory iobl"pﬂe rcqm:as modelmza tion fo b° CIC(LJi\l\,,
Lomajor improvenlents in the defensive posture are requived. -

Lo 'Stron' Cor gressiona OH‘LO sition exists to the dc%relop:nent of

; binary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuratién where nop-
lethal components forrn the same toxic chernicals as the present

. stockpile when fired) zs a2 means of modernization; good Congres-
slonal supgort exists ior an 1n1provcd dc’fcnswé capab}.hi}n

- . L.

x

: o RDT‘H_, ig gcn :obv adc,qu te; ho'v'cver procuremeit of ei'f'ns:ix?e

L

- - -

o) Support effort io unp*ove US fo"'cef capa blll'f" to operate in a
chemlcc.]./bmloglcc.l env:.ronmcnt' encourages Iﬂhes to fo)luw sirnilar
scourse. : : : : : ' -

Cu :L°rent Sfatus

-‘_ AL Lot :--'_\-.
s

'.'h-. * o OSD guldance in PPGM and DPPG empln izes defendwc progran;f;,g

" both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected

L os e .

" *Planning Programminé Guidance Memorandum : _ ,ODbR&E (E&I.S)

*#*Defense Policy and Planning Guidance “+ 29 November 1976

TR T
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" segments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retalizHon. -

* GHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGIGAL DEFENSE -~ . 4. :



. L - '.

-~ © The Department of the Army has completed one study, '"Chemical .
. Warfare Policy, 1980-1990," prepared by the Strategic Studies
‘Institute, ‘A similar study is in prégres s by Stanford Resezich
. Tnstitute, using the same threat analysis and terms of reference,
... funded jointly by the Army and the ASD{ISA).  The JCS is developing,
... ‘under contract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical rnunition
e requirements-utilizing a two-sided wargame scenaric based vn an
T analysis of targets. The Army has a-similar effort in pProgress at
", the Concepts Analysis Agency. The Director (P&X) ha. completed
. -~ & contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chernical warfare program
- -issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current nationzl policy alternatives

_' ' . is still outstanding. T
S . N
- gq..

.. © Procurement of defensive equipment and trajning is heing emphaeized
- "L -in both Departments of Army and Air Force; Depariment of ey con- -
Lo tract stody in progress to define scope 2nd specific necds.
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< o R ) }judéet Related Issue

¥ ..  CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY | S
- 1. Subject of Issue: Long-standing Chernical Warfare (CW) policyis:
no-fixst use of CW, maintain a chemnical wesiare capability to deter
' the use of CW against the US or its Allies and to be able to retaliate in

.-kind should deterrence fail, and . be zble to protect the US forces

against CW attacks, ' : '

ny tiines, most .t
d any biolegical warfare capability.
he Geneva Protocol and the Biological

2. Background: The zbove policy has heen sizted me

recentily in 1969 when the US relinguishe
In Janvary 1975, the US ratificd both t

Weapons Convention (BWC).. The Geneva Protocol bans first use of CW '
only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind. The BWC
binds all parties to continue negotiatiions on &n agrecment banning chemical
weapons.: e - o L “
A nvraber of stedies By the Departme.nt of the 4 vy, ASD(ISA)Y, Dirvector <o
(PLE), the JCS, and the Navy axre in varicus stages of cemtletion, » The

s Congress has requested the GAQO to review the to :

el CW policy and posture.

i
. !
t

3. DoD Position: Supports extensive efforts to impreved p.rotm:t'ivc:

posture through R&D and procurement and cncourages Allies to follow

similar course; supports limited cfforts to rnainizin a revalictory . ' :
capability. : . oL : '

' - - -t ...

4. Current Staius:

e . L
- S ‘ OAD(E&1.S)
29 Noveinber 1976
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ST - Y . WEATHER MODIFICATION

* i L
:- 1. IBB“ES: . . .-"__ - . .'A-. --"._::‘ . -y :; _ ) . » __‘.:_
o NG 2. Advertant Modification. Senator Pell opposes DoD involvement in ..
- = weather modification, and has been instrumental'in involving the U.S, ina o
T treaty fo prohibit military weather modification, S - :
C r_b. Inodvertant Modification.
2. Background:

- B e ‘There is s
pubhc cc-ncern, and in some cascs fear, that man's weather medification RS
d.ctr.wh.es may cause unacceptable damage and b_L:: an ;uf: c,:rmg,.; oL T

' DoD ]1:3.3 been criticized for its preu*: ation enitancement Operaiicn'x.. oV ey .
Vietnam. Senator Pell has pressed to restrain I}JD fr o a.]J. resc chrh by
. opcndlcns 1n v*ea.ﬂ:.er modumaﬁon. : : - S

© The U' S. is negoﬁatlng convc:r_tz o1, "Thc PI‘OhlblflClIl of Tv‘ hia Y oF Ln}r- v
. o Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modificzlion Techuiques., ™t

.  The Congress bhas asked the-Executive Lgencies to conduct research into
- stratospheric pcllution. NASA and NOAA zre tasked o conduct 4 r search
T and ‘monitoring program. DoD operates 1"’].1.3( ity ol facilifies that cxn

.~ » sample in stratosphere, but such 1011“*1::: ge ::\puw" beyonc- ﬂaD mi ::'*o
SERLE R L Ll W L . ‘
. ToT - oo . -l Do .- ..‘" g::‘ .'-'-'_;,.-,_ R R S -: : .-_-< M . .

3. DDD Position:

Ve a, DOD prccenhy is not cnge,s ed in an y clas i:ﬁou Jc.,ca.rcb o f,p srae

s “tions in weather modification, All DoD activitics are reperied io and sl
pubh hed by thc ‘V’ttxonal Oceamc and Atrnos phen_ Administration. co
. _'J?-_f;




_. ) "~ COMPUTER SOFTWARE e

e m T T Cartr e

- LRt .. Subjset of Issuz: Dald spends approximately $3 billion annually IR
© . in software devclopment and test in new weapon systems, three T
times the computer hardware costs. Basie technology is mostly
.. .missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software SR
utilization, Congress has repceatedly cut the software technclogy .
butigets, and the Services have been reluctant to properly fund o
- thi programs. ‘ L S S i ;

- -~ 2. Background: This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- BT
o+ wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD(1&L), and DARPA. o
L Appropriate committees have been formed, a manzgement plan

:  drafted, and 2 DoD Directive 5000.29 was issued on the Management
*7 of Computer Resources in Major Dofense Systc-:ms establishing R
B h prliey. Reswicws and meetings have been held with key people in - -'-:'.;
. the Services and Congress to previde an undewstanding of our ‘
. programs and fo receive their support.. A major cifort in establishing
& standard higher order language (HOL) has been initinted.

3. DouD Positiou:
4. Currert Sintus: Waslk in {hi
The HOL standardizziion is pro
must be closely watched., Coonrd )
.. quite effective. However, much we .-
2 N
. OABIE&PS) . -
“." 1Dec76 .. - e s
Byt : e --:*-H:..
Fildaiabh A - 3 o T g & g -- . g - " v - v . mEmwmtee o=
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Cimevor o Xnothe Miscile Age, why do ve need bombers? I
::-o = *
TS reu“in the one leg of thc TRIAD vhere U. S. stili re-
wificant numerical advantage~o“ﬁ“ its Soviet COL rfernart.
antzge 1s in both hard and sofi tax ‘pet kill capebility.
‘can be Taunchkee on wvarning dad ispersed. The bomber is
allinrnle after launch; it caa be v uted enrouta; it can be
vued 1n different levels of COﬂlliLL. ‘The bomber can demonstrate
U. 8. resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering
into combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets pirc-
cluées i%t as a first~strike force. The bomber force is thus 2
siebilizing force. : L
2. Drckoround T *_ffﬁfff:”’ﬂfﬁf;,_ A R
Centinued improvement of Soviet zir defenses raL“ the sirvategic
Tﬁ,uf 'ﬁ Sob incrcas1nvly difricult, Since the 1950s, the B-52 |
I the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avionics and
{ "n of air lavnched nisziles (SRAM) has permitted growth capn-
but the zireraft's basic technelogy is that of the 1936k,
Py raazr ¢ross section, sofiness to blast effects gnd its bomb-
oY i povigation systes limit the continuved potential c¢f the B-5%.
ba B-1 is scheduled to cnter the inventory in the carly 1950,
I will allow the continuance of the most-flexible leg of ouxr
tiie bomber, Lo maintain superiority over the Soviets with
snroved penetvation capability, low radar cruss secnion,
Tio: avionics, n*& larger and move flexible weopon miz.
L. Dol Pozition “ .
i T .
!
i
o e e ] o
Lo T Cuvrent Status . )
Somz E-52 avionics improvements arc continuing whers practical
2:d necessary to maintain its effcetiveness.  The develonment of
the B-1 is nearing cowpletion. The great wealth of test data show
that the E—l'is_zea*" Tor prcju‘Lion. o . T
. Funding (Mil;ions) o
e CEY 76 T 77 78 ©7¢ 80 .81 82
R . R B s —— A I - o

6o . 129 .48'?‘ |

dovophor 1974
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:'::E.Tecb"ology program.

2. Rackground
. Zackgrounc

*;'L reiational cystem.

S

4, Current Status - l:f S A PP

K

S BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE . o

:fThe Ballistic H;=S|1e Defense (BHD) progsam is compra%cd of two
camylcq~1tary efforts == The Advanced Techrology progrom and the Systems

.
-~

.o . .

* A 4
" Qur BMD efforts are directed at maintaining a fechnology lead over
. the Soviets and supporting U.S5. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence
~.hgencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of EMD techrology. '
“These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new
. technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for

n“.appllcat:on to various types of future BMD systems. VWith the deactivation
-+ -of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed BMD system and with

-the reorientation of the 9:1‘ Dgfenae prCﬂr nwe are pot-developing an

The princtpal focus of the Jyﬂtemq TLclnoloqy cffort through 10 7h

“witl be directed toward terminal defense issues. Modest efforts are aiso
S belng inftiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could

complemznt a terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept

:'f‘app.ic ble to the defense of a mobile ICBM fTorce. These twe new tasks
will form the basis for the future cfﬁerts aqd the level of funding for
then requ:rea ccns:dnrat:cn. N :

: r g} e v'f" ,:.ﬂ; S
The EBMD efforts are the Armv s only JLraLnglc proglrams

'3. Egp Position L i;?EEQ;f'
i [P ) i

— -  — et IR L

e “o Funding leve] is 'nadequate in FY 78 to propcrly support new tasks.

- o The BFD programs are the responssbzllty of the Army.

“* .8 Funding (mlllnonc} SR FY 76 .71.' -?é el - 8o | &

Advanced Technology ~— 97.0 . 102.7 .

~Systems Technology 160.0 100,71

—— -- e e i i e A e R b ey o e orp
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" HIGH/LOW MIX R

Problem: Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing our

o forces.

Packground: The VWarsaw PACT presently has 2 quantitative advantuge
3n weapon systems over the US and are increasing the quality of

new systems as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the

US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs.

The High/Low Mix is a force structure planning concept which attcmpts
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform-
ance systems (''High'") to counter the superlor threat, and a larger

- N ——

3.

~ fleet of lower-perférmance systems {(''Low'™) to counter the average

threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large

mmbers of "low" systems where we have a quelitative =dvantage,

or to develop small numbers of expensive “high' systems for missions
" in which we have near parity of nusbers. The latter approach has

worked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed composi-
_\ tion because the "low' svstems are penerally out of production.

T

In May 1974, the Secretary of Defense told the SASC that he would
approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure ivgm 2) to

26 wings if the Air Force could develop and field larce numbers of
missionized versions of ths YF-16 Lightweight Fighters such that

the total cost of the 26 Wing force vould not be _signiiicentiy
greater than the previous 21 wing "high" force.

|

-

oD Pdstion:l

Status: The Hiph/Low Mix concept is included in missicn
gizzegiannlﬁﬁﬂénd Extengcd Planning Annexes which provide force
structure estimates out to 15 years. OSome exanples of high/low
mixes in which we are developing low systems are the‘F—ls(f-lo,
F-14/F-18, A-10, and FFG-7 Patrol Frigate. High sysL?T mlxez
being developed are the UITAS/Uil-1, XM-1/M-60, AAH/COBRA, an
MICV/M-113. - , S




L g ' XML TANK PROGRAM

. - . .

& 1. ISSUE: ' XM Tank/Leopard 2(AV) Tank Comparative Evaluation.

2. BACKGROUND: C P D0 E R .

a. The US Army and the FRG's Federal Iinistry of Dcfense entered into
an agreemeat in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve max-
imum standsrdization on the XML and Leoparc¢ 2 tanks. As part of this apree-
ment,.the US Army confirmed its intention to test the Leopard 2, as modifjiad
to meet US requirements, to the sane ground rules and constraints established
for the 221 end include it in a comparative fest and evaluation.

b. The competitive test of the US Crhrysler and General Mators X1 proto-
types was conducted during the pericd February-April 1976. The comparative
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (Arerican Version) (4V) was conducted during the
period September-December 1976. : ’ -

5 approved which
dentify end amplify
2 tank preorams,
tion, engine, _track,

c. In July 1976 an Addendum to the 1974
concernsd the procedures to be followed in ort
areas of potential standardizaticn in the X7
Iiajor areas to be considered were the main gun and

. trensmlssion, and fire control.

.
3

d. TFollowiug a four-month delay in the ¥M1 program to permit the contractors
to resubinlt additional proposals based oa the standordization addeundum, Chrysler
vas awarded the full-scale engineering development contract on Novamber 12, 1976,

L]
.

€. Access to XMl test results wvere clogely cemtrelled within the Army ond
05D to protect the highly competitive nature of progran.  DD(TEE) evaluation
of test results was performed by the assigned militsvy staff assistant. DN{TED)
assessment of test resulis, released prior to selection of wintiug contractor,
was written in a generic sense. : i

_ f£. The UF is schedvied to sclent by Muxmol 33, 1577, cither the Thirysles

. .propesal or the IRG's Leopard 2{a7) propuesl for ceatimued full-scale enpginoer-

- irng development. - |

) f. Charges of lack of 0SD and Army objzetivity during test and subsequent
evaluation of Leopard 2(AV) have been raised iu the press and by DGA Int'l repre-
fientatives. . These charpes have beeny manifested in press articles to the elffect
that OSD has predstermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV); DG4
International representatives have discussed their appreheusions concerning abjce-
tive T&E analysis with various Departments of State and Defense officials.

'3. RUCOMMENDED POSITION: = e




"bore system, and the US 105mm rifled bore s

" that the first lot of Lecpavd 2 be preduced wi

. , vVoar o, : .. . .
FRG/UK/US TANK GUN¥ FIRING TRIALS e o .

1. ISSUE: Relative effectiveness cof U5 105mm M68 gun with lwproved armu-
nition, FEG 120mm smoothbore gun and dC'Llopwontcl erzunition, and UK 120cm
rifled gun with current and ue\elopmeu tal ammeaizion. .
zZ. BitﬁGROUﬁQ:

&. A FRG/UK/U3 joint evaluztion of muin armsnent svetepns for uﬁin Lat*le
tanks vas coanduzted between Novouber 2573 and Aupust 1975. The overzll ob-

Jdectdve of this Trilateral Tank Maoin Armamsnt Evalvation was to seek a decision

en & courdn solufion for the maln armame o7
Fné the UK/FRS Future Main Batrle Tank . ‘Ine cendidate systems siodded

of tho FRC Leopard 2, the US 224,
CERT)

in the cvaluation were the FRG 120msz swoothbere system, the UK 110mm rifled
yst

b.- The Trilateral Group recommended that prﬂULulOn ¢f the M1 be ini-~
tiated using the improved 105ma systew but consideravion be given in the X290
program to pessible incorporation of a 1%0mm armament svotew at 2 larer date:
thre 10w sysvew Dot the
TrwTent system; and thit an

Y.eopard 2's turrct desipgn optinized for

opltinal main arzanent system, giving covsicer te both swooth and rified
bore éesigns but based 1niL'311) on the FRE AZGus sw ﬁnthhﬂ e oysted, be doved-
cped as expeditioucly asg possible for the Leopnzd 2 Lot 2, TEST, aud pussible

produvcr improveuwznt of the N1,

c. In Januwary 1976, the Sccv tﬂry of Defenss cprroved the Ay 's recove-
renpdztions to Initiste production of the NI with the dmproved 10%5m gun syvelon
2pd plans for a cooperative developient progren nooptinzal tank main cows
cystem for the long term futurs. The Seelef also reoucsted the Avmy £0 ascure
that the production XML dasigm could cceomwodat: g 1:20wa gun with essentinlly no

,change in the tank design other than the turren. !

r

" L:C‘“:,‘T Az o Gri
nsavdization

e
o 4, P
Zoum mm., A .'L-ur o

wb

d. A TRG/US July 1076
=
i

ra

would srrlve for maximwa

wwe by both countries of
¢otablished for selection of the 12¢
¥l tark progran wes delzyed four m
to present proposcls based on the s

i e. Congress (HASC) objected to delay inm ¥ H:w ran and passed a2 recolution
to effect that XMl should be fielded wizh US 105w MEB < Further, the resol-

~ution stated the gun was nof to ba replaced until threqt uictr.e‘ need for lorpe:

gun, and the 120ma gun proven, through tesus, supericr to the 105ma gun.

£. FRG/UR/UGS conducted additionsl tank firing trisls, hov‘““hT—DeccmbarH}Q"
to include UK 120mm rifled hore designs, to svpplement 1975 Trilateral data ans
ettenmpl to reseive FRE issuas aud relative meil-s of 120mn swocth and zifiad

- 3 i, .
doa A Z0 0

3. ' RECOMMENDED POSITION: : -
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Test and Evaluation Efficiency

L.
)

T. Issue: Arc DD{TEE) policles under DoD Directive 5C006.3
rezulting .in undec progrom delays, cxcessive coste, or both,
due to test requirements? Co . .

2. Background: In carrying out the directives which iniple-

rent the efforts to correct the deficiencies highlighted by

-t the Blue Ribben Defense Panel, testing bevond that requircd

ender carlier practices is often included in the Red phases
ol system acquisitian programs. The testing itself, and
-the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are

significant elements in the cost of the RDTSE phases of the

program and jts durat}on. : '

Thus, observations and corrective actions.which, under earijor
procurcient methods, would have taker place after field intro-
ducticn, are specifically identified as pari oi fthe develonnen:
‘and initial operational testing efforts, and made grpart of th
Ludgetery reckoning. - T E - o

The present T6E procedures lcad to the acauisition of systenms
which are more nearly ready {or operational use, .and lessg
susceptibie to the need for extensive backfit or “get wel]"
Programs to correct Previously undetccted deficiencies.

@fﬁ . 3. DSE fssessment: A task force of the Defende Science Bosrd,

- under the Chairmanship of Dr. Eugene Fubini, was created in

ltay 1876, and charged with assessing the effectiveness bf curro
TeE policies and procedures. The final report of this tashk forg:
‘I1I be available in February 1977. o '

L. Reconmended Position:

o

. e e b e m———— e,




programs Include efforts necossary to weet ncw requirements, increase
cfficiency or replace antiquztod equipment. Ascets are continuausly

reviewed for need and removed from inventory whea no Jonger cost effcctive.

B 2 Dt e e S e £33 A AR T a1 eiiaie ul.;‘ab'diéé;ad;&x;ﬁ';’::c::a..u.dh&"-a;a;;k-‘i' PORREY FENER,CN SR N WS TR TLIIG SP X SN
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" MAJOR BANGE AITD TEST VACYLITY BASE
. i. 7 " Cowponents. The Major Ra ange and Test Facility Base (}BTrR)

in comprisc. of 26 DoD ranges and test facilities which are managed
by the Military Departments and monitered for OSD by the DD’TaE)

N . - )

. - * : r
2. © Irtendel Mission, Shz MRYUFEL fs 2 costly national s2sset (ormual
104 about $l 7 billion including ¢z:2 niilion RDTGE) spanning the entire
gpectrum of physical and simulation eavironments critically needed for
effective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctie, coastal
end high desert land areas, the facilities zlco include assoeiated -
alrspace and water areas required for the wide variety of programs
‘cupported.  The vaet amount cof Instrumentation, fxclllities and persommel
involved Zm this program cousvitutes a larse ipvestmont that wmust Le
coutinuocusliy upgreded and modifiled to Deet new test prosrau demands.
Sone of {he facilities are ewtensively uzed by nen~Dl orsanizations,
C.fes BASA, DRT, FRUL, WOAA, non-Governuesni, - . .
3. Basis for TV 1978 Pegusss, FY 4670 bidgets wesre prepareﬁ b\

. the military departments based on estimsied future workload. /An oxtensi ve
Osn_ﬁeview, wvith OMB perilcipacion, inrures that the budget reflects H
minimum EGILars and persecone) nmecded to SuUppovt user reguivemento.

""4_:‘ Hajor Issuns,
: I__m,____._. - .:.-_-,_‘_. e mmrmeake ea n o et - Tttt - =
5. . Cur*;nt Trogram Status. ' The facilities are funded to provide

"ell wandatory operating, mairtenance and improvement dollars. Improvemant

RS X P

J_'o
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TP DF"T I FLIGHT TEST PROCRAM AT T:T EASTERN TEST LANGHE

1. ISSUZ: Yecte assoclated vith Lhe

e . nissite - ueon activavicn ef the missile
(¥IS) will be couplated dn Mavch 1977.
{ LTl

. B - ) - .-
. 2. BACEGROT iR In preperation for TRIDTNE 1 {C~4) =tssile Flight test
snitietion on the Eastewn Test Lrage, the hovy condveted 2 statie Tiving
test of the first Loester stape and activatesd the TIS of ke TR '
a

ol the
(C~4) missiie in Juno 1976. Luen the TIS was activated, deton
resulted,

‘The DDR&E Gecision did por ooeei

Tt

I
demonstraticn tests rasuvlted iu detenation,

s 7 - - ~ .

3. RECOMMENDED POSITION: !
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(3 - - . - EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY

1. losue:r High technclogy transfer to thc Bloc cuu“trles, either dirccily

- or via our Allics, is of deep concern to DoD. Past technology tvancsicrs
and the espiration of the Export Administration Act during the last
Congress resuited frorn strong differences of opinion on the value of
present export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of Dol

for inadequate allocation of rescurces to this problem., Arms Export
Control Act of 1976 {(Public Law 94-329) will require clear definition
of'tefense articles" and 'defense services' that will be subject to the
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our

competitive economic base resultmg from unrestricted exports of
high tcchnolo gy. '

S 2, History: I‘hp transfer of lnfh U. S tcc:lmolcrﬂ *o the uovzf‘., and Chincze
o Licc is creating incxeased concern in the DoD and among certain scopments
cf the Congress. During this past two years, various committees have
Leen sct up by the Congress, the President, Comumnerce, Defense, Sizie
eng thc, GAQ to lnglﬂm} t t'u.e various views.

o,
\“L_,r K
. o ) . ———t
L —— f

‘The Defense Science Board completed a study in Feb 1976 recommending
a streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech-
nology rather than control of products as is now the case. DepSec
Clements assigned DDR&E the responsibility to implement the recom-
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underwezy.
This is now a bread interagency effort. Primary focus is on the
‘identification of critical strategic technologies and mechanisms of
technology transfer. Somc of the required improvements of the
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified

pertaining to the allocation of add1t10na1 resources to the export
- .control problem, .




.

R

et

+*

* . ~
» - .
.’ ' -
- b . e -

[AY o+ Lo : Do . )
. f . e

2 Yeywmorde

inpacts
3. Impa

t: The Congress f2iled to extend the Bxpor
duc te lack of time and meny unresclved issues,

i
|

The accomplishment of these alms
requested by Congresys end Industry will desnon;

[T R

in dmely marnaer
s
management attention an:d zllocation ol requisite resources.

high level Dol

2

‘;‘_Acixnini stration fuct

as

-
. . .
s
N . .
.
.
L
.
—_—
r
. -
i
.
- L4
-
Y
' i
-
i
- - v
. L .
- .
.

e L



1.

4

- &

STANDARDIZATION AND IN‘I‘I‘ROPERAB_LITY
" - WITHIN NATQO

}'*'oblem ' NATO's combat capability, military efficicncy and
deterrence could be significantly improved through greater stand-
ardization and interoperability of weapon systems in the Alliance.
Greater standardization should also result in apprecizble long term
cfficiencies in develepime nt, pr oguction, ‘oclsu‘ 5, trainiag, angd
wneinterance, ’

‘Background: The obstacles to achieving standardization of e‘qﬁiwgmen-t

in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf-

- ficicntly large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects

and cover such other vital nationzl-level considerations as industrial
‘yroduction base, employment, technolory base and balance of txade.
However, we avre {inding ways to deal with these prohlems.

Generally, the most satisfactory appreach to contending ‘\"’iﬂl domestic

problems associated with standardization is through licenscd pro-
duction of standard equipment in both Woxth Amexice and Eurepe--
examples are the ROLAND II Shext R‘LUE & Air Defense System and
the F-16 programns.

Nany of the benefits of sta *da.rchm-ao'l Cialy bb reg.._zzcd throc.e‘z
“ensuring interoperability of equipment--for example, being able

‘- to service aircraft on each othex's airfields; being able to com-

3

municate with each other, c.nd being able to use cormmon fuels
and aramunitien, : -

DoD Position: The Dol strengly "111“'\’.."'¢ I\Ix* TO standardizaiion
zud interoperability efforts,. \”c- have :.t.'. ngthiened the Dol Weapoen

.:-yste,rn Acquisition process to ensure thel adequate consideration is

" piven to foreign solutions, that U.S. =vys i ms are designed to be

interoperable with those of cur NATO .M.hp a to the grestest degree
possible and practical. We ceek methods by which cur NATO fﬂllcs
will be encouraged to agree to U, S, solutions {e. g‘., tln'ough co-
p"‘oduchon opportm-.mee) whpn a.ppropn te. - - - e

Current Sta.tus- !

[—
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. HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D

1. Issue: The House Appropriations Committée reduced the FY 76
program request in this technical areca by §20M. The Senate Appro-.
" priations Committee restored $10LL

2. Background: This technical area includes wcrk in training; traiuing
devices and simulators; persoennel, Ina:r‘pO'vc,r and conternporary issues
(¢gual opportunity, race relations); and buran factors in weapon systems
development and operations, In reducing I‘vndmg, the Heouse Apprs ria-
tions Committee questioned both the utility and priority of the Ré: D. The
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and sirnula-
tlon projects to be continued.
- The FY 77 funding request for the five Progyram Floments reduced by
Ceongress in FY 76 was held ic the FY 76 budges reauast level, o svh-
- stuntial reduction from the growth planned for this arca. The arce of
Ivman Resources R&D was separated into ihree categorics of work:
(1) the technologies for trzining, simulaiion, ira tning equinment aud
human enginecring, (2) 2 smaller effort in the rersonnel and monpewar
area,.and (3) a separate effort in the sociul science contemporary
issues area. The purpose was to clearly dclinezie these three c,uw--areas
of work so that they can be independently structured ond AP rE :

L&,

‘This action was successful since 1o acrozs the Foard reduction oo s

" by Congress in FY 1977,

3. DoD Position:!

. technology area has been reotitled to Training
,‘{o empns smc, progranms r(,cr rentat "f_ul.

m T

and Porcornel 7T [ELIEY

4
L.f

4. Cursrent Status: Congress has requested und the GAO has conducted
‘a major survey of the area. The GAO report is expected to be relezse d
in January 1977 to the House A')plcmnauons ‘Comynittee.

SR S e DSy B
R - . S 29_ November 1976
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REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S)

1. Issug: Remotely Piloted Vehlcle’ (RPV'S)
2. }EF]CEI'D'.":"]d‘ DoD has considered that RPV‘s offers significant capa-~
I:ilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance.
DARPA's 5-year initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will
conclude in XY 77, The three Services are each funding the types of
RIPV's pertinent to their individual needs, with 2 Tri-Service cocordinating
grocy nud DDDEXE guerding against redundancy and duplication. The

Lrmy {Aquila Program) is concentrating on 2 mini-RPV (under 200 1bs)

{or reconnaissance and a“.llery correction and- designation with the
cbjcctive to provide to TRADOC ‘an interim RPV system for development of
the ROG** for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a
.mini-RPV (undexr 300 lbs) to provide &n over-the-horizon targeting
cepability for Harpceon ciyuippsd sbips. Since many of these ships are
smaltl and ner-aviation yajed, the RIPV size is coustrained to under 300

b o 1""&18 ics reasons. The Air Torce has a long operational histery
with midi (300 {0 3000. 1b°) RPV's such as the BGM-34C {or pnoto-re-
connaissa lce znd clectronic warfare jronming and deception. A large

portion of their program is fo increase the utility of these systems with
engineering improvements. The Aiw Force expeudable drone program,
invelving 2 midi-sized decoy and a mini~sized Liarassment weapon, weas
cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to
full scale engincering development. (believed to be premature by Congress).
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope long-
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all
weather systems such as Sidclooking Airborne Radar {SLAR) to provide
tactical battiefield surveillance. Congress withlicld 53M of the §6M

¥Y 77 eppropriaticn for Compass Cope until the Air Force coruvmiticd

to a specific paylead., Iv gencral, Congress has p.ucl particular atteation
“to the RPV programae, :

fm e - e e - e— e

. T . i 1
3. DoD Position:!

[t T

*Training and Doctrine Command ) OAD(E&PS)
*#Required Operational Capability - A 1 Dec 76_'




|

4. Cuorrent Status: Twenty Aguils rrines and two ground contiol
; stations will be delivered to TRADODC in the Spring of '77 for a six
E month evaluation leading te 2 ROC for the engineering development. A
Navy REQ** for its raini-RTV will be releaned this month and contractor
N solection will be made in the Spring <f 1277, The A1 Force siudy on
: ihe RPV control syotern will bagin in ints T 77,
; .
5
] C#Joint Tactical Integrated Dotu Sysis
**Request for Quotation
4 -
4
i
-
B}
‘._'i" LN
i
2
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T Budget Related Issue

ELECTRON DEVICES

Izesue: . The funding for development of electronic devices has de-
creased over the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a
percentage of investment in electronic systemfs.' Since these devices
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of
future systems, PDI\/Ikguidanc:e was established two yeRYS ago in-
creasing the clectron device budget.

History: The current PDM directs an increase in electron device
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the
.Services were directed ic establish device Advancaed Duevelopment
Programs. The Air Force, Novy prozvams are in accord with the
gaidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the Fouse
Axined Services Committee (HASC) refused to approve their pro-
posed Advanced Development Program staxrt in FY 77. A Navy
Advanced Development Program with a similiar scunding title was
also cancelled by the HASC but the real device prograem survived,

Irmpact:

t*Program Decision Memorandum

s OAD{E&PS)
R . 30 Nov 76
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- " . Budget Related Issue |
 REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES '
(RPVs)
.-.;-'UC ;' \”_-(:’>
i
- Problen )

have been encounter=d in schedule slippages and cost overruns., °

RPV's have dr' ¥ consmr‘rc.ble Conbrcssmnal attention. :

’ - ) L . -

Hls*or}'- The Air For cc has a 1011g opf:ra’;:ional history r with midi-

sized (300 tc 3000 1b) RT’\"" for phsi:onzr(-vqm!ais.‘su:uce and electronic |
warfarc, They hcw'e n\-t neeced to de “‘v".lO]- stmall vadars and infrared

imagers for the 20 300 1L clzss of muui-RPV's the Army & ana Navy

intend to use. o ‘ -,

: PG

Position:
S (i)
e e e . o [ The Aix
Force under PE (3739% is formwlating the concept of an RPV missinu
_control system that 15_;ntg:na1e:r3_ to be JTIDEY compatible, co,
[ : . bdﬁ)
*RequL st for Quotation
**Joint Tactical Integrated Datz System
I R L OAD(E&PS)
T . 1 Dec 76
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Budget Related Issue

v
.

.._ IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM

' ‘Svbject of Issue: Congress has charged the DoD to conduct the
national RDT&E program for the use of ionizing radiaticn xs.2 mcans
of sterilizing meat products.

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal
agencies also terminated like efforts. Heweves, Congress rejecied
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work.

- In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a2 state where four meat
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for burman use, pex FDA

stendards, Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretary of the

Array a2ccelerated the test program by adding the other ineats in

LR O

sirultaneous efforts rather than the sequential tests carlicr nlanned,
: 3 I

ChusS

Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program.

-
Budgetary Impact: ;

|

Lo S ) Funding for all Service foed technology
R&D is an Army responsibility since they sexrve as the DoD Executive
Service for this effort.

. |
Dol Position:;

B .
. .

\. l

. . :

,
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OAD(E&LS)4Y~
- 29 November 19'_?6




. L | Budget Related Is sue

Lis xNPOV;"EP, PER!"’?\NIT’ A'N‘D CONTENLI—"ORA LY JESURS

10 Is: muer REAT vais cd sericus concerns v.uth reg.zrd to both the level

of R&D e effort alloc ted to Hznpower, Per.,cmpc_l and Contemnorary

<o fo0
Issues and = )
. History: Concern over this technical area by the House ’
Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a2 25% reduction in the
Human Resources program in ¥Y 76. Continued concern by the _ |
.
Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this areca is expected. . Sa(r)
i 3. Current Position: The Servicas have been regquesisd to brief .
! ODD(R&AT) on their prepescd FY 78 Tech Base programs in this arez,
: The objectives are an assessment of the utility of the R&D, whether ihe
level of investraent and the expected refurn Jastify an annual investment
of over $20M, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and
whether the prograr (or porfions thereos) she 2d wore appr op":m ely
be funded irom a non-RDTEE account, '
4, ImQ wct: ; .
| : RN
) ‘ .
‘: !
; ) .
i -
] _ _ o —— -
R S . - OAD(EE&LS)
o - 30 Nov 76
. - T e
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. _ Budget Related Issue

FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY CHEMICAL WARTART
: MUNITIONS S -

1. Issue: The Department of the Army has proposed a loading,

asseribly, and packaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillcxy

prejectilus to be coustructed at Pine Blaff Arsengl, Arkansas, A
2. Background: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurcment

and Military Construction Authorization (MCA) requcst in the amount of
$5.5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but was deleted

on a floor amendment during the appropriations process, It wzas in-

¢’uded again in the FY 1976 budget request for $8, 8M.' Aftcr cxtensive
heavings it was deletzd pending further discussions at the UNGA Confercerne of
e Cormnmittee on Disarmament (CCHD). Because of this decision, no
ruguest was made in the FY 1977 budpet in accordance with Cengressionnl
withes to dclay one year to allow further negotiations. No substantial
progress in disarrmarnent discussions bas becu evident during the one
year delay, o :

5. Dol> Fosition:

_ - ——— e e o i e s e

PR
~

4. Current Status: The funding fo» this facility has been mmade the
subject of an ASD(C) PBI issue and is being ruised as a {funding isrue
at OMB level.! : ' Yo )

OADIE&LS)
29 Nov 76




Budget Related Ifs sue

SIMULA"‘ORS FLIGH'I‘ AND NON- FLIGH iy

1. Issue: The entire spectrum of trainingand simulation technolegy
has been marked by DD(R&AT) as an area for concentratied growih,
Programmed increases for this area of technology have begun.

2. History: OSD initiated an effortin FY 75 to increase the usc of
flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level
. interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost reduction/periormance
' eﬂectweness.

- !r" s
3. Current Position: !

;; The F')E'l‘}?Sburlget rec;uest includes

_‘
yremrem
Y

an e e e i

4, __I_rl;rJ_.):;)a;ct:

-y

OAD(E&LS)
30 Nov 76
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-pleting the drawdown by FY78.

|
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ARMY RDTEE DRAWDOWN
Issue : The Army has agreed to a manpower drawdowa to reduce
its in-house Technology Base work zad to increase its program with

universities and industry. .
Histary: The Laboratory Utilinatiow. Study which was cormnpleted in

1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas
including materials and electronics was too large., An agreecment
was made with the Army {o reduce its RDT&RE in-house strength by
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis and com-
These reductions by fiscal year are
as follows: FY 75 -905, F'Y76 -829, ¥Y77 -733, .and FYY8 ~433,
The Aviny has met its commnitrments oo of W76, however,

i
i

. - . —_— 1
We have encouraged the Army to talic theso reductions through hiring
frecaes, attrition, and trazosfer of the manpower to work and fundiug
in other areas.

-~ . e e . P - _ _ — . L e

aiiiadie b s i

ODD{RE&AT) is insisting that the mannover dravodovn be completed as
\ E i F
scheduled..
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NAVY BELOCK FUNDING - .

Istue: We are enccuraging the Navy to provide most of their Technology
Base fands direc ctly to their laberatories in large "blocks! without dis-
tribution throongh the Sysiems Conmimands, : '

Higiowy: The Navy c,chnolow} Base funding to the Chief of Naval
haterial _.,aboratome.a is distributed to the laboratories in two ways,
Some of the {unds are given directly to the laboratory by the Chie{ of
Navel Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A
mjor portion of the labotatories' Technology Base funds, however,
are provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily
‘supportive of the particular Systems Commard,

We tuve cncourage? the Nave y te block fund most of the 'I'L.chr.r:n"omr Ea
funds directly to the ),dborato ‘les once the laboratories technical propram
Lias been agreed upon by the laboratory, the Systenas Coramand, and ihe
Chicf of Naval Material,

;

Fosition: The Navy has proposcd to "bleck program funding to ihe
1 - :

horatories, .

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76
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ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES (ECGM)

_ r_%___ ] S e : L R

- Issue:

I
j
L.

Histery: The lessons learned in the Yom Kippur lsraeli war indicaied the
=

necd for a major _thrust in ECCM, There are several aspzcts to a goo
ECCM posture.! '

|

Positions: Dol Directive C-4600. 3, Flectvronic Counter Counter Mezsurer

Policy defines the tacks and responsible agencics with reverd to threat
b g o

.definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The imple-
mentation of this policy is still being forrnulated. To create an HCCHM
ewarcness in the service laboratories, DDELI hes sponsored syroposia
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to create Program
E3750F-CCM Advancerd Development, The Army and Navy techuology
base program element managers have roen made awere of tha noed for
responsive attention to this subject,

L e OAD(E&PS)
A S P " 1 Dec 76
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. nology.

The Joint USAF/Ravy Technology Demonztyator

T AIRCRAFT PROPULEION }
- e - -
Tsen s

Niscussion: At the present tims
rrogram of advanced development for small aircraft engines
technology. Increasing interest in drones, aerial targets,
and RPVs indicates a neegd for active support of this tech-

there is no centinuing

(X

program meshes fhe Nevy efforts in large aircraft engine
TS {-

K
roelatad preograms

technology work with the larger DI es of tho
Air Force, to the bencefit ¢f both. ' : T
Positionn: DPDR(R&AT) .

S L. hrmy_end Revy.

T

R OAD/ET
- g - 30 Nov 76
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¢-. . LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPBG's)

lesue:  The House Z:med Services Committee (HASC) hag
deleted all Mavy funding in ry 77 and beyond fer LpPG's ang
directed that the Defense Advanced Research Projects Ageney
(DARPA) should Svpport any future efforts.

W scrssiens

»

LPS's has been -supnors »a Dhoradically
1

Fh

Vierk in the technelogy o X
cirnce the nid-1950': _ o —~ Hovever, ¥or
decade pricr o about 1970, the level of effort Was extramely
low.  In about 1870 the Kavy, Jointly with DARPA, decided o
Svpport & major -effort o develop LPG's based on & bull—
loaded propellant charge design concept. The EasSC in acting
upon the Py 77 budget observed that LPG3's hag bean suppnriad
for over 29 years with little apparent useful outcoms ang
therefore deleted the Kavy RDT&E funding,

i

Yosition:

OAD/ET
30 Nov 76
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Carbown matris and meinl Latrix compogitos ot 3
mole speclalized bot VEery demandiig rolon in airceraf

nissils tesign., |
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Current end plannad hon vi: these materials
enCOup 1S ses work with oroonl ¢, carben, or metal matrices
reinforced by graphite, carbon, or bulOJ fibers. Demonstra-
tions of organic (ep0fy) matrix composites in full scale
aircraft components have been un’erwa" for qeveral YEArsS
and major structures sre components of {lying aircrafé. The
Air Forece alone has Spent mori thawn 51500 on tdi& techiolog,
einen 1981. ap my and Ravy 3ilso hove SRen’ large amoundis.
Lhere 18 now vicdesnread sSuUpnori invesitaent .
Cindusiny for vork on thnooe matc“”"'* and they EXe ADCKensinGly



TR_ANSPOR.TATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC MATERIALS

1. Subject of Issuc: Transportation and Jisposal of chemical warfzye

LT - o
cgents, missile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, aad
. Bimilzo.r items has become a public concern:
: o |
Z. Dsckorvound:
1
!
_ o i The Envirommental
Jrapact Staternent process must be fully followed and become a part of the
decisinuy making process. | - ' EREtER
o S
!
|
i
!
l e
’ 3. Dol Peeitien: The NEPA ond 2ll applicable laws vwill be fully followed,
Y e L e e e
- ° Mooem T - ’ '

' 4. Current Status: Planning is proceeding i necovdonce with applicatle
lawe 1o continue movements necessary in the inlevests of nationzl scovrify
or to improve operations. -

) . B
4 T - L N - .
. u -
* - - 4
P S A ey N r . ) ) .
S S 0 T QAD(E&LS)
e . ' S . 29 November 1976
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7. CHEMICAL WARFARE AGREEMENTS

.

_—

Cuemiczl Warfare policy has been cur
&n agreement to develop an effective,

Sukject of Is

ouer A part of US C
negotiate
on CW.

of
willingness to

vel'ifiabl(_ b

bovd

L ckpround:
(rahf:cd bj-,r the

negofiziions on

Lrtiad
.

Biological Weapons Convention (3w
U, e in Jam

5} binds 211 s 4,;1& tories o continun
nning chemical weapons, The U, 8

- axeg, particulzrly through the UNGA Contfevence
of the Comnmittee on Disarmament (CCD) for-at lezst ten years, It'
has been the subject of 2 > nomber of other Confercnces.

The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical -
to the BWC which contains no v
nixsiacle to date in all a
zente to he ban

e
Wl

arn a
bas negotiated in th

LgTeEn

L8

ont

3 < &

s {ication procedures. The meajor
he definiiicn of U)c chemical
ut on nriaclical and effective. -

cther safeguards.

LAk
[

& wed and zeachin
imspection and verification procec}m‘ﬁ:s az:ld

Dol Posit

inng

Current Statue:

OAD(E&LS)
29 November 1976
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L - NANSEN DRIFT

1. Is que' Should the United States freezc a decommiissioned icchrealier
into “the A Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing cccan
currents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about

Z years? Project name: NANSEN DRIFT.

% Background: The Navy has been a r‘"rcn’- pI‘D";")ﬂL.u'f for the NANZER
= DRIFT project, pointing out the opportunity to conduet new research in

" the Sovict Arctic and to support political objectives of the United Stat
: They ew‘umate the pro;ect will.cost $15 million over a three year period.

.l
|
%
L. R oo _
1\*5' has been somewhat reluctant to underizke the project, bxo%nb?y L
& rloy to force hezvier funding support from DoD and other agenci
The prcuecs is supporfed strongly by the Nationzl Rescarch Coum,ll, ih.e
- Depariment of State, and in phnc_p"c, by DoD. Tho No rwegilans support
: the project. -
e . .. : .
3. DoD Fosition: None. DoD needs to esiablish its posn* cn on WANLER
DRIFT, Partof this decision is the level of financinl support fo provide
~to the project. o : - T
T C e D e e
N :
' DR Lo OAD(E&LS)
' o S . . 26 Noevember 1976
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NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (NARL)

’.
u‘

l. ssue:r What should be the future status of NARL?

s

e .

- Background: The Naval Aretic Rzsearch Lahc ratory (N&PL) L.
Baz.row, Alaska, is ithe omy continucusly cperated U.S. research
lzboratory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics suprori

and coordinaticn of mission reschlch {or the Navy and other governmoent
azgencizs. It is operated by a civilian contracior and is managed by the
Oifice of Naval Pegearch (ONR). NARL is a complete sclf-sustaining |
base facility on over 5,000 acres of land consisting of aver 170 buildings,
an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities re laboratory maintains
a fleet of 6 {ixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and
water craft, In addition, NARL opera"eb some 14 remote camps vlong,
the Alaska coast supporting rescarch projects

The omerating ]33.:.r“=+ of IN4RL is ’J.p’vo:"unaiol\" $7. OM pey » yeor, paic

for fro*u RLUER funds, Other govar:u-nc.m, agencies doing RED at

NARL prowdﬂ reimbursements but t bese reimbursernents do not covexr
their operating and logistics coste. The Na avy eslimates that only 154, -~
of WARL a.ct.nrw 1s in direct support of DoD speusored rescawch and

deveiopinent,

.l

Thcre is a continuing pecd Jor NARYL as a Wavy or WNa t.am,l base camyp
o the Arciic Ocean. |

——— - - e e =

3. T?Dl“cz,.. Poqai LG O}'.- 18 October the Novy waue asked to veview e
maona gernent end financing of NARL, ond teo nidjusi RODTHET m:_m'_ng ol
WALRL to a level C.CI"L.;lSu.ii‘;'iI with the DOTE&E worl nerformed at WAKIL.

by 1981.

o L  OAD(E&LS)
B 3 .~ ¢ 0 7 . 26 November 1976
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ADVIHCED TECGINQLOGY GUN

1. Problem: Jfo advaicoed vechnoiosy aerizl cann on ois nceded to enhance
[y,

the capabilities of our tactical aircraft,

s
I--l
o
a3
D
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i3
(AN
2
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w
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e
~
tl
g}
;
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o
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L

Iowas oov (‘] oped meny Years aco

&ty

and the GAY & (G0a) evo Uhe principsl puns plamned for Service use.

Both the Navy and USAF have expended a considerable amount of work

trymo to overcome the shoricomings of these two guns,
[
¢
t
i
1
H
!
!
:
! td
'
i
%
)
| I R —
3. Dob Position: DD wishes {5 continue daveleprent of advanced malti-
purpose aoudl CHmins,
4, Current Status: Ivigve ursiing for dulave g doevelopment contimes
eI ant noe, . ’ SR
d.l' a very modast pooe. _ S




1. Problem: Why do we need a two-place A-107

2. Ba C]'..{ZT ound:

3. DoD Rc_:sii‘ion:
T -

4 Status:

L

TWO-PLACE 4-10




COMPASS COPE

i. Problem: Should the COMPASS COPE program be confinued,

™

Packeround: COMPASS COPZ was conceived by the Ay Force,
as a Jong-endurance, high flying, remotely piloted multi-
mission vehicle.

[

3. Do Position:

P

4. 7 Current Status: The PBDs reflect the Dod positien,
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2. Baclkgsrouanda:

1. S‘cbisri‘ of Isenar Ad
gystems; Long Path Infra-
I orw..."r‘d Looking Infra-Red (

 FLIR/LOPAIR
2nccd chemiral = agent Warning i and deleaticn
(.‘.,O""*IR} en Army development and
IK} & Nzvy developmient,

-

ed
‘-b-l

Jo provide an advanced chemizal rgent dotee-

J
<9 nyyry N +eyer z-'--"’-\ 1 J‘-"‘"' A e A Eals
+100 AU N TINLYY siemn for combiat ecea.
P

o

o The Army has evaluzted long path infrared detection rne,ihods for
some years n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated

in favor of a passive concepi, Critical technical problems in discrizi-

probloms,

o The Nevy, while evaluativy the FLIR for fire cont ro} PLUTPOsGH

nation of agents {rown smoke, dust, znd olther inteferences have cxisted
Jin fhe past. However, the preseant passive LOPAIR which euteved Advanced
Trevelopmeut in Td A 7 1974 iz halievoed O 1.“v‘.. 1'(:50?\ \,G these techuical

(the primery mission), discovered that technicians could observe

emissione from ing

gorme discrimiination

o Imitially the ¥AS3

23 By the usc of optical filters,
A0S, . v )

ot

reguested 2 side-by-side test; s was fully

plenned, but not periormed, Subscquently, the HASC regquested thot

LOPAIR be termins
for a side-by-side

the funding for the side-by-side teat. Tm

1r\

¢ in favor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramining

test, The Arrny did not {ollow co:m_ﬂc. ¢ guxda;‘m, on
i3

he 2
o }&'}\J i.x't_]x :fi'.- -"Ed 152 (.1‘

luvestigation of 213 expendittyes,

"3e Lol¥ Tositioo;

ol

e s l

°)

4., Current ent Status:

I‘He Do initial reqguest to the HASC o conlinue both

des clognmn:c was r\,msed

#*House Armed Servize Committee . - ° ... OAD(E&LS)
: B R 29 November 1976
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’The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by DDRGE
for the Yransition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford

to the Carter Administration. Although they do not fully conform to
the definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World

‘Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly

within the intent of that definition.

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entirety are listed
in Enclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for with-
holding under exemption 5.a.(1), 4in that they contain advice, opinions,
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose.

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under

‘exemption 1 in that they. contain classified security informatien.

The material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the
denied information is properly classified under E.O. 11652 and its
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage to the

national security.

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
5.a.(1); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); i{.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans.

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers listed in Enclo-
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose” is the
protection of the ability of the govermment to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the
rendering of such inhibited and biased through the possibility of pub-
lic controversy on them prior to their consideratiom. Similarly,
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions

were prematurely exposed to those who might benefit or seek to influence
them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements,
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.




Note:

Enclosure 1

PAPERS TO BE RELERSED

Some portions of these papers qualify for withholding under
Exemption 5, but use of the Exemption is waived.

Defense R&D Laboratories
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs)
DOD R&D Testing Using Human Volunteexs

Joint Service Development/Test Programs

- Systems Acquisition Management

Prototyping

Travel Funds

DOD Medical Research Charter

Reduction of Outyear Operatiqg and Support (0&S) Costs
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
Life Cycle Cost (LCC} Reduction

Design to Cost .

Specificati;ns and Standards

%eliability and Maintainability

Soviet Technological Doctrine and Prgctice
Competition in Defeﬁsé Procurement

Expeditious JOT&E Of IIR MAVERICK

£ e o T 7 A 3
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DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES -

1. Subject of Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstration prograrms. :

AJ

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories .
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are
directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the
laboratories. : ' SR .

o " The laboratories’ roles in Technology Base planning and

-+ supervision is being increased. To initiate this, block

- funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead

. laboratory concepts for technology areas have been

" irnplemented., ‘ N o '
0 . We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a
S technique for apportioning the resources across the various
. technology areas in the Technology Base. S '

.0, Thelaboratories are being assigned prime technologjr
' area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant A

.7 7 ;. and lesser productive areas.

© - The percentage of the Technology Base work which is
.. performed by universities and industry is being increased
..'to take advantage of their unique contributions to the
- . program. ' A PRSP

0 The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi-
L -tion is being increased. To expedite this a change to DoD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
-Aszgessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council Milestones I and II. o : '

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being
implemented.

4. . Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology

Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based

on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technigue; the
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings have been placed on the
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in- =~
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house.
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown

- amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the '

end of FY 78.

S
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' "-_ FEDERAL CONTR.ACT RESEARCH GENTERS
3 - (FCRCs)

WA

T . LN

1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managi'ng DoD-

Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress‘?

2. Backgroun : Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWIL. The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different functions. Other government
agencies have similar orgamzat:.ons. '

Lot el T L. System Eng‘ineering/ -+ Studies &
Laboratories ' Tech Direction (SE/TD) - Analyses (S&A)
= - (FY76) - (FY76) - - (FY76)
MIT Lincoln = $51M  MITRE Corp  $45M RAND $17TM
‘Johns Hopkins  $53M Aerospace Corp $82M CNA . $i0M
'Penn State $8M AR . ANSER  $2M

T Ll e T A - $1IM
$112M S $127M T $40M

Laboratory FCRCS perform d:ff1cult tec'hmcal pro_}ects embracmg both

reseaxrch and new prototype systems concepts.. .(SE/TD) FCRCs provide

-techmcal support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space,

commurnications and command and control (C3) systems., (S&A) FCRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations
for force planners, loglstxcs managers, R&D managers, hlgh officials
on DoD sta:ffs, etc. : :

A hlgh degree of control is Ir1a1ntamed. over FCRCs. -The Senate Armed
- Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ce111ng. Four major prob-
lems exist W1th usmg FCRC&- R

L

o Several years ago, Cong*‘ess eypressed concern regarding salaries,

"'number size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the _
imposition of a Congressional fiscal ceiling. However, this ceiling
- has not kept pace with inflation. e

o Con&ressional concern has been expressed more recently regarding
how we use FCRCs, i.e., as ”ex..ensmn of heaaqua.rters staffs, "
esPec:.ally the S&A FCRCs. '

. ‘, .-. ., s - - ‘ODDfR&AT}
UNCLASSIFIED S R&AT
o - A 24Nov76

S
‘



4. Current Status:- A report was rprovided the four concerned Congressional
Committees. Informal approval received., DoD will be implementing above
‘actions in the FY'78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions

3.

(IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels. The

...eredanFCRC o S e . _'-'_'.',f.'" ce

Part of the for- -profit indust‘ry sector is o-p'posed to both the non-pfoﬁt
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as perta.lns to the success
of some FCRCs in d:.versxfzcahon. :

. The fiscal chhng has especmlly been a h.mdrance in accomphs}ung

space and C SE/TD work,

DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976

response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows:

Analyﬁcal Services (ANSER) will no longer be an FCRC. . L ”
The Applied Physics Laboratory (Johns Hopkins) and Applied Research
Laboratory (Penn Sta.te) wﬂl not be cons1dered FCRCs begmmng in

FY 1978, e T T e

LI
- P O

MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naval 'Ahalysee-((_iNA), Proje.ct

P L Tt
L

Air Force (formerly.Projeet Rand)and the Institute for Defense Analyses - .

non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corpora.tmn w111 not be consid-

TR T = - ' Duts

v

M,ITR.E Bedford will be separated from MITRE-Washington. " All DoD

C” work will be done at Mitre-Bedford. MITRE-Washington will not

- be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work
.unless of direct benefit to DoD Level of DoD effort at Mltre Beoford

.wﬂl be governed by DoD C workloa.d

Aerospace Corp w111 be restr:.cted to DoD space program endeavors

except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i. e. joint DoD- NASA).
Level of DoD effort at AerosEace W’J.ll be governed by DoD space .
system workload. : : '

© .. -in their reports on the budget will provide basis for fut-ure managemeant of
- FCRCS. - : »

UNCLASSIFIED

I Y



@ R DOD R&D TES'I'ING USING HUMAN VOLUNTEERS ‘
., -.A B o ; _ . . S K
Subject of Issue: ‘Continuing concern by rna.ny groups that hurmans
are being used as guinea plgs needlessly and under circumstances of :
" unacceptable hazard.

NS S £ R

' Bacfcground: The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who perform
tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to
‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

. the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report
. that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects.
. .. These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
" had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its
.7~ own concern and the national revision of standards for use of human
' . volunteer subjects, although this pOmt was carefully avoided or 1gnored
mthehea.nngs. L ST T S
DoD Position: DoD must conduct tests that use human test volunteers
© ' --: in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has
o formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed
@ _ tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly planned;
safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.
.. As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on 2 national level,
7. they are included in the DoD process of approval, review, conduct, and
" critique of our R&D. In all cases, only fully informed and volunteer
,._~.'-'_.'_-_.Bub.)ects will be used. L C

_________

S

(%

Tl g .--._..', ._ o . ' Y OAD(E&LS)VM& .
. - : 29 November 1976




JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

1. Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the
) same basic operational requirements.

2. Background: Unnecessary proliferation of systems and subsystens
intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec-
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
ultimately consumes excessive operations and support resources.
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot

" be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully
examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsysten and system interchangeability,
and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDR&E places heavy emphasis on structuring
Jjoint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service
assignments, and close coordination with other OSD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groups.

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates
" for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state
of the art encourages proliferation. As an'example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoDd budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly important in electronic subsystems in view of the fact
“that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to
the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant
"cost reductions.

.3. DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to
stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-
tional requirements. Our policies to achieve this objective are :
" stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary
in the planning, programning, and budgeting cycles; and when neces~
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of
- Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial
' endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

4. Status: We have established commonality between Services that is
intended to--satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all
DSARC reviews. Working groups and speclal committees have been formed
to more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists.
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requiremznts™
5%? process and other ekxisting means to identify those items which are
- ’ candidates for Single Service management. The assignment of the "lead"

7




=

Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate QSD
offices. .

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR (Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, thes Air Force has been assipgned as Executive

Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-air
wissile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR.
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacement will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational
requirements. ‘

oy —
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SYSTEMS ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT - -

{ssue:  In order to maintain national security in times of highly
constrained defense budgets it is imperativz that we manage the
acquisition of defense systems in 2 highly efficient manner.

Background: The basic policies for the management of defense systems

acquisition were establishad in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD _
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems.' Since that
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense
systems acquisition process have been.published, i.e., the Commission
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review )
Committee, the Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Review Committee and
most recently the Acquisition Advisory Group.

DoDB Position:” While many of the recomm¢nded lmprovements to the

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. ~ '

Current Status:. In many areas.we have made major strides in improving

the management of DoD systems acquisition.. Some of these managemant

‘initiatives are:

" Othe

a) Fly~befbre-buy {hardware demonstrafion) ' .

b) Achievement milestones vs calendar milestones o
c) Competition, especially durlng system validation . .
d) Design to Cost . - e e

e) - Hi-Lo- force mix L - ':-;-
f} Creation of viable options PO .
g} Maintaining strong technical base B A
h). lImproved program management. - . - - TN AP I

r areas of promising effofts underway but still évolvihg.are:

a) "“Front-end" planning-mission nceds and affordablilty
b) Life Cycle Costing -

Sound manacement of deicn;m systems acqu151t|on impacts on the defense
posture of the U.S. 1t is probably the single must important task of
DoD as it impacts dircctly on foice readiness, the yearly defense budgst
and also the outyear expznditures for operating and maintaining our
weapon systems. Ve will continue to evaluate all facets of the acquisi-
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more efficient
development, production, onzration and support of our dbfense system.

-
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PROTOTY? I KG

1. Issue: Toimprove the basis for management decisions during the .
development and acquisition of defense systems and equipment.

2. Backnqround: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration,
rather than paper studies,. as the basis for key program decisions.
‘It has been referred to as the "fly before buy" or "test before buy'
approach to system acquisition.- In practice, it calls for investment
in a few demonstration models {prototypes) and evaluation of test
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, hzs been emphasized as a management tool

. by his successor, DepSecDef Clements, and has become &n important
aid to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense programs.

3. DoD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that refleces .a
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic réduction of
risk. "It must always be viewsad in the decision-maliing context. It
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We
emphasize prototyping where it is reeded to support and strengthen
our basis for decisions, not as ''the thing to do" in order ‘to get

. -programs approved. '

. ' . .
ég; k. Lurrent Status: Ve hove gained considerable experience in prototyping
: over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder-
standing of the difference between its two fundameintal applicaetions.

Prototyping is used during the acguisition cycle to reduce the ricks
associated with cpplyina advanced techrology to meet definad copera-
-tional requirements. These are the "full-scale cngineering develop-
ment' prototypes. (Examples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle;

-~ Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack Helicopter;
Submarine Launched Cruise Missile.) Where it is impractical to _
prototype an entire weapon system, the copcept is applied to subsystems
and components. {(Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborne TACAH; tizvy Fodular
Elcctronic Warfare Suite.) '

Prototyping s c¢lso usad to explore and ndvance ncw technolagy prior
to the definition of specific reguirements. These are “'technology
base' or “exploratory developmant'! prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping
creates technological alterratives, exploits technical opportunities,
stimulates competition and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoffs.
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL; Electronically
Agile Radar.) S : :

L
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Budget Related Issue

. : TRAVEL FUNDS

ISSue. ODD(R&A’I‘) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77,

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42. 3K. OQur request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14,. 7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K. :

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate,

Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments,

ODD/R&AT)
30Nov76




Budget Related Issue

DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER
- (vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies)

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD budget requesis

are being denied in cases where any other agency iz conducting research
in the area.

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 ¢ nd 'Y 77 budget cycle
denied DoD reguests for monsy for research in drug and alzohol abuse, and
a series of infectious and dental diseases. The basis for denizl has

been that the Department, Healih, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require

any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where

the DoD level of effort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment.

' A GAO review of infectious disease research wes completed in FY 76,

overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause
furthe; areas to be so 1dent1f1ed in FY 78 and beyond.

. Budgetary Impact: Previous reductions were not made until 1= te in

the fiscal year. As a result, money had beex committed to new and

‘continuing efforts undexr the autharity of the ‘Continuing Resolution. Thus,

vhan all funds programmed for the effort were withdrawn, additional
funds were also lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to

. coutracts had been made and could not be recouped.

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil
and othexr Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the

. unique problems of the Military Services or those aspacts of the

problem that the civil sector canaot or will not address, Thus, rather
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents a complmantary

effort that prowdas specialized results of interest tc DoD.

-




UNCLAKSIFIED

PEDUCTION OF OUTYEAR GPEZATING AND SUPPORT (0&S) COSTS

1. Issve: To reduce the fraction of the outyear DoD budzet allocated
to system opzratinz and support costs, while at the sac: time maintain-—
ing operaticnal readigess. ‘

2. Backgrownd: <Continued growth in the fraction of thz DoD budget
allocated to operate and support current systems has imzpaired force
modernization. Greater emphasis 1s needed on reducing the future 0435
costs of systems now being developnd 50 as to xeverse this trend as

‘new systems enter the inventory..
Better visibility on the spacific 0&S costs of current systems is a
necessary step in defining and reducing the O&S cost of future systems

xno next: step is to employ the results of that improved visibility.

3. DoD Position: We are confident that we can achieve the ability to

idantify and track the 0&5 costs of individual types of defense systecs.
We must also coatrol the future 0&5S costs of systems now in development,

so as to achieve a net reduction in the 0&5 portion of the DoD budger.

L. ‘Current Status: The DzpSecDef memprandum on Reduction oi Outyear

Oparating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military

D=partmsnts to establish O&S cost targets for each major system now in

developwent, and to propose m2thods to a2ssess the net 0&5 cost impact
" on future D=partm=nt budgets of all DSARC decisions.

The Services have forwarded ‘their planned dpproacbes to the establlsb-
ment of 0&5 cost goals for 21l major programs now im the DSARC process
and proposead methodology far anrnual -assessmant of the net 0&S cost
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Reflnemznts
required by ASD(I&L) review are now in progress.

" A et e Sk 7 Fem e e
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JNCLASSTIFIED

VISIBILITY AND MANAGE:M=NT OF OPERATING AND SUPPORT COSTS

1. Tesus:

: ievelop wathods for determining the operating and suppor:
costs attrib Tt

g
table to particular Defense Systems.

2. Background: Sechef 2nd DDREES posture statements for FY 1976 men—
tioned the need to improve visibility oa the ppegrating and support
(0&5) costs of current Systems, as a necessary step in reducing the
life cycle cost (LCC) of future w23pon systems.

During SecDef's testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDRSE responded
with current estiwates for 8 of the ‘10 systems.

Thereafrer, Senator Culver proposed 2n amendment to-the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission. This :amendaent
was-deleted in conference when DoD stated it was unable to provide
such estimates for all major systems. Howaver, DoD did indicate it
might be possible to submit LCC estimates for azircraft systems with

~the FY 1978 budger.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate systen acquisition costs fairly well,
and are improving that capability, but DoD accounting systems were not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual veapon
Systems. We are working to improve visibility on operating and support
costs, : : :

4. Current Starus: ASD(ISL) has been tasked to define the management
information system needed to account for 0&S costs by weapon systenm
type. The Services have presented their proposed menagement informa-
tion systems for ASD(I&L) review. Refinements in, response to ASD(I&L)
review are now in progress.

ASD (Comptroller) has been tasked to modify the DoD accoﬁnting systems
45 Decessary to accommodate the inforwation system defined by ASD(I&L).

0SD and the Services are working to improve cost cozparability among
the Services.

The Air Forea demonstrated a Prototypz O&S cost management inf

formation
system for aircrafr during FY 1977.and is now evaluating its effectivenass
prior to schecduling its expansion to other types of weapon systems. The
£ruy and Navy are working on similar pProjects; and the tzvy has also
 Geviloped plans for an 0aS cost Nanagemsnt Information System for ships.
UNCLASSIFLED O3DREE/0AD(P)
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UNCLASSIFIED

LIFE CYCLE CO3T (LCC) REDUCTION

1. Issuve:r To d=finz and reduce the toral cost of acquiring, cpirating,
taining and supporting defense systems, whiile at the same tims malptaining

o »
force modernization, readiness and operarional effectiveness,

2. Rackground: LCC reduction is 2 major objective of rhe DoD. There is
also considerable Congressional interest in this subject. Presant appropria—
tion accounting makas it relatively easy to identify developmznt, procuremant
and wilitary comstruction costs of specific weapon systems. Howaver, operat-
ing and support (0&3) cost appropriations are related to type of organization
aad function, rather than to type of weapon system, :

3. DoD Position: We can estimate System acquisition costs fairly well, and

we are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs

_ to predetermined unit cost thresholds as a pecessary but not sufficient part
of LCC reduction.. Additional steps are recessary to define and reduce the 0&S
cast of current and future weapon systems. Those steps are nov undsrway,

4. Current Status (more detail in attached backup papers):

Design to Cost - DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Dzpartments to design systems to predatermined unit produciion costs, and to
‘trade off performance, schadule aand quantity as necessary to meabt cost goals.
Most major systems not yet in production either have established DTC goals or
have made cost an “equal partnar” with "cost drivers" in early desigan studies.-
D7C is an 1ssue at DSARC reviews and corrective action is directed for breach
‘0f DIC thresholds.

Visibility .and Management of Operating and Support Costs — A DepSecDaf
memorandum dated 16 Octobar 1975 directed ASD(1&L) to define the managament
information system needed to account for the O0%S costs of current systems by
system type.. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems
as necessary. The Military Dapartments have presented their proposals for
.such an information system and refinements are in progress,

Reduction of Outyear Opzrating and Support Costs — A DepSecDef memorandum
dated 23 February 1975 directed the Military Departments to establish 0iS
cost goals for each major system development program and to proposz methods
for ar annual assessmenr of the net impact of 21l DSARC decisions ou thz 0&S
oction of their outyear budgats. Ths overall objuective 1s a nai nnnual ’
eductlion in. that fraction of the Dob budger zllocated to OLS costa.

"

H

Llabil ity and walntainabilizy {Xid)
asiygn charvacteristics to O3 ecoasr
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~
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r2adinzss and operational effectiveness Guantirtative R&M requivemezars a-a
now included in alwmost all DCPs; howavar, Dol palicy on R&YM nesds ty bo
clacified and extead=é& to subsystems and laxs-than-major systems, In oriar
to facilitate LCC reduction. DDRAE and ASD(7SL) ars preparing a Dol Dirsa-
tv2 on this subject and supervising the rovision of appropriate Military
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UNCLASSIFIED

DESIGN TC COST

1. Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DIC) is a management policy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost.goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. DoD Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been Toutinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM-1 tank. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs on a routine basis, While
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control 1ife cycle cost
drivers. : :

- ODDR&E /OAD( SAM)
UNCLASSIFIED 1 DECEMBER 1976
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B. RFP Review Boards:

All three Services have esta b;lSh”d these review
boards &nd are actually scrubbing new major system
RFPs. On several procurements, draft RFPs were
submittred to industry prior to formai release to
bidders soliciting ccmrents on the identificaticn
of cost-driving elements and suggestions on how to
neet the intent of the need at lower cost.

C. Defense Science Bboard Task Force:

Found that while needing continual attention for
improvement, specifications and standards were
adeguate and not the fundamental problem. The
probaem was -Teally the over-application (or blanket
application) of these documents, wnich in manry cases.
resulted in unwarranted costs.. Among the Task Force
recornen”a**ons are: 1) “tailoring' or selective
application of the specification requirements to :
each prspram, 2) establish an envircament 1o provids

~r
incentive: > centractoy c/“luﬁy_Q for proposing
toilored spacifications und for rocomnending cozt
effective wal o reduvce aosty, @nd €) ivcation
- of Program Manig s ificavion applicationd
to aveid excessive costs. The Services are. currentl
initisting ection: to ivplement those recomminuallcons
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UNCLASSIFIED

RELIABILITY AND MATHTAISNABILITY

rating and support cost of defense systwuis while
L1r readiness and opsrational effectivenzss.

maintalning or increasing

1. Isswva: To reduce thz ope
Ehe

2. Background: Relizbility acd Maintainability (R&$) are mzasurable pzvfor-
mantz parameters that link svstem design charactaristics to readipess,
effectiveness, operating and support cost. Improved R&M simultaneously
increasas readiness and parcantage of successful missions, while decrzasing
mainienance, supply and maapowar requirements. In the past, field reliability
‘has often been only a fraction of that "demonstrated” by the contractor in
REL DEMO dome to a MIL STD. Tnis occured because REL DEMO test criteria did
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and defimitions of a
"failure" were not relevant to actual field experience. 085D has major
initiatives underway to improve tth situatioa.

l('

3. DoD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed on imoroving the R&YM of
systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems_already in production.

L. Current Status: Quantlt tive R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
all DCPs and attainmant of these thresholds has bacome an issue at DSAUC
reviews. The Da2puty Director (Test and Evaluatica) has placed a high priority
.on R&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his
repcsts to the Deputy Secretary of Defease and thz DSARC Chairman at all
critical milestone decisions.

OTDREE and OASD(ISL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&H to ensure thzse
parameters are addressed as an integral part of the acquisition process ior
both major and less—than-major system and subsystem programsr

The Military Daparumaﬂts are revising Military Standards pertaining to rell~
ability, ‘especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of wore
realistic test facilities is to bz paid for by shorter total test timz and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values.

The Szrvices have receantly included in thzir budgets funds to iwprove readi-
ness and reduce operating costs Ior equipmeat in thz field. This is
accomplished primarily through tha upgrading of equipmznt reliability and

= £y sk

maiantainadility identified by organizations spacifically charged with this
responsibility such as the Alr Force Productivity, Reliability, Availohilits
and Mzintalnability (PRAM) Erogram Office.

Gavefn:'ﬁt and industrial tachaciogy base activities are exploring
feasibilicy of using highly rzliable electronic modules as basic bu

blocks for widespread application to electronics squipment, Hizh
reliability and tight quality control are to bz paid for by savings :

<

uA ¥ T
o
throuvgh volume production and standardization,

Contractual approaches are being d2velopad which will incantivi
to 6&31ga equipmant for high reiiability and low re air costs.
succassfully used includs ch:rect award fees and reliabilicy e
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SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE

1. Subject: The relationships between Soviet science and technology
doctrine and practice and their military technological status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin--"One must
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--"The development of Soviet science has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet poliecy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
scientific~technical superiority over the U.S5. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the civilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There
is no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S.
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technology
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improvements. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and
exploiting advanced technology. '

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating militarvy
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology--
overall--will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technologyv.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do so.

ODDR&E
2 December 1975
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4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have broken away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces {(e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk
of surprise is great. :
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EXPEDITIOUS JOTA&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1. ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system.

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operationmal utility of ITR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluaticn be initiated and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3.RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.




Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - ({Classified)

Notes: 1. Some portions of these also qualify for Exemption 5 and
such papers ‘are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these 'papers are unintelligible due to deletions
as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvemént (also on Enclosure 3)
M-X |

SLBM/TRIDENT II {(unintelligible w/deletiéns)

Briefing Paper'(also on Enclosure 3}

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible w/deletions)

Space Dafense funintelligible w/deletions)

High Energy Lasers (unintelligible w/deletions)

HATO Airborng Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. {(also on Enclosure 3)
NET Technical Assessment--U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E

Chair Heritage‘(also on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Guided Proﬁectile Copperhead (CLGP} (also on Enclosure 3)

Impact of Procurement Changes on the .F-18 (also on Enclosure 3)
(unintelligible w/deletions)

Air to Air Missile Inventory (also on Enclosure 3)
Conventional Airfield Attack Missile (also on Enclosure- 3)
General Support Rocket System {(GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3)
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t. (U) Subject of Issue: DoD efforis to improve chemical warfare .

- - \\ -

1

. CHEMICAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT

(CW) nosture, both protective and retaliatory.

o USSR poses'serious threat in CW. -

N

o

FED

"o UShas ratwfled Geneva. Protocol mth resnrvauon wnich essenhally

'bans first use of CW

3. (U) DoD Position: Supports effarts to modernize chemical warfare-
-. capability and to improve pro"ectwe pos‘ure to allow contimuing cpera-

. t*ans in a2 CW environment.

L - . . - s Lt T S e . L. b . -
i ; 4, 5 Current Status: S e e T e
t . . A e S -
- i - - ) - .\. i - .
_ Defensive Programs: R

budcret con;.a.ms! _j _

.0 FY 1977 budget contalned $37.4—M fcx1~ uefensx.ve RDT&.L.., ¥FY 1973

T o "FY 1977 Army b\.dcet contalnﬁd 595 8M for procuremﬁnt O&M,

and war reserve funds; FY 1978 bL_clfret conta:.ns[ b]a]_l for"

mprovemenl. of defensive and p*o‘.ecﬁ.ve pos*ur

" FY 1978 \.oM-a.bns! f

O_':.' D(LJL\

3., L\TJ'Je-..b

Lrd

0 FY 1977 Air Force deGeL corta Lnad $17.2M for vratective items;

r 197
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Retaliato=y Provrams:

. : = -
o Binary chemical munition RDT&E is continuing;)
"~ programmed by FY 1978. )

WO

e
w

‘o No production decision on binary munitions has been made, nor.
_has any modernization program been undertaken pending further
review of national policy in this area. Various studies are in

progress to better develop the DoD position. C e
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#Conference of the Committee on Disarmamezt {UN) b
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M-X -
Issuz: What should bz the M-X develooment pace?
i. Subject \ . : ' o e -

The M-X is ‘envisionad as a large, highly accurate, MiRVed |
‘missile (approximately 170,000 lbs) capable of being moved from
aimpoint to aimpoint in 2 manner which will conceal 1ts location
such that all aimpoints, whether they bes visible above-ground -
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the

offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoints can be prollferated at relatively low cost. .The M-X
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also
" retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command ahd
control features 1nherent in a land based ICBH.

»

2._ Background |

*

Four new- generaLlon Soviet ICBMs and&d ipayload
.variants have been developed since the Vladivostok Accord. This |
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its Improvements in accuracy, ‘
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability 1is
‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile RED effort beyond
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements.
Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 1980s, as well.as a
partial redress of the growing throwweight imbalance, can be
achieved by making the ICBM transportable and hard to an optimal
_ dzgree. By prov1d1nc credible zimpoints which are cheaper than the
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be avoided.

3. DoD Position -! - g .

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an absolute necessity for.
strategic deterrence beczuse the diversity of three entirely dl-fcrenL
systems will preclude 2 po+hﬂtlal disaster by one technolozy breaXk-
through. ICBMs offer a uanique capability not present im the other

two le cs of the TRIAD, nam=ly, capability across the entire tauvrget
specuan, a time urgent, hard Larret %ill capability; faciiity forv

asitive command and controly and z#n excellent inherent capacity
for redressing throwweight imbazlances. As the ICBM is vital to the
TRIAD, its survivability should therefore be insured. ‘

T ke e gt an i et i e i, T m i T e e < & -



4. Current Status |

M-X technology has proceeded in tha advanced development
tage for several years, particularly in the areas of guidance
nd propulsion. ) ’ R

f3 th

, ' ~ Basing mode studies have been
accomplished, indiczting that the shelter and .trench concepts
as the most promising. /

%

5. Funding (Millions) \
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(;;-:} S d BRIEFING PAPER ... - i.%
. C.Purpose:r  To describe weepons sysiems under developmout
might be: o )
DomT e« Construed as having. & first
Vo0 o o capabilicy : ".L
; - . ~ Subjccts of concern if arns control, B
‘ g “. - ‘negotiations because of: TR -
. . R - \ L .:-'"-_'.A: . ) ) - . R
- T T L) e U~ Possible verification problems.”
. ST ool e~ Possible threats to Soviet strategic
: : RN iw?fa;__ © war-making capabllltles. .
- . 1. Yossible Pirst S rlkc Wc pon§ o O C ' :
K The only conrceiveble reason for our att 19 1ng a fJIS‘
strilke would bes to disarw the Soviers, i,e., to deiiver a
- ... surprise initial attack of such magnitude as te reauce 1o
- -z .relatively negligible level the Soviet capzcity for
.retaliztion.. Otherwise, we-invite their retealiaiion. They
7> - have an assured second strike capability ~- achieved through

a TRIAD similar to our own ~-- which we cannot cbliterate hy
any present or proposea capability, or ever by cepabilities
c

e

Lq3c are still in the Tealm of speculation. At leest twice
the last thirty years the Soviets did mot have an assured
_:ICtﬂllHtOiy capability; they were ngaged in proveking us;
~and yet, it was not in our pature to attempt even limited
militn y actidn ag gainst tuCﬁ. i . '
T anllty m“uchie a disavming firvst strike reouires
o three sent1315° e fg,yfq,._ L e :
f-ﬂccuzate lochilon of 21) Soviet strategicoweapons.
T~ Sufficient weapons to attack effectiv c"y_all Soviet
o0 strategic wes pon;. D TR, s“-i'-ﬁwa . ST

- Sl‘rp‘rl_,e. S “ e :.. . ‘ ‘ ‘.;-_‘.'.7.-__-.‘ .

We do not possess either of the first two military capabil
ties and our open society forecloses the third esscontial.
Still, there are some who believe that the development of
certa 1n_weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa-
~bility. In this context, a hard terget kill (HTK) capability

" o3s most often cited as a first strike capabllity An HTK
capability would be necessary but not hrflCJCnu, without

satisfying the above criteria, for a flrSL strike. V.S, IITK
capabilities and goals derive from a desire for Eff°CLlVCIQ§
and efficiency in a retaliatory role, and ~- for those weapo
targeted against his strategic nuclear forces R destroy

,hts residual or reserve ferce to preclude cocrcion or fur her
.war-making capacity after the-onsct of hostilities. = '

[



773-Not only.do we not scek a first strike capability, we
seek to reduce incentives for an opponent to strike first in
"a crisis situation: by providing our forces with such char-
acteristics. that an aggressor .would not sionificantly change
- the outcome by striking first in a CIlSlS .This 1s the
‘essence of strateglc stablllcy.,- . LT o

- e -7.,_-
o . ‘ -

, Those sysLems most frequently cr1t1c1ved as haV1ng a ' -'i{“ff;
-flrst strlke capablllty are: L el ST

which will be’ deceptlvely based
. among a2 large number of hardened aim points.” - It will satlsfy ; 2
‘requirements: for,  {1):multiple aim point: basing to redress - . - SR n
“the increasing -vulnerability -of silo based ICBM's; (2) greater - ...
‘payload.to somewhat offset the. existing Soviet throw-weight. - _f'_:
cadvantage 'in new ECBM's and SLBM'sy and, (3) the capability . . ...
}to attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set of targets.uhlf‘wc

% . Through M X development we seek th° ab111ty to “"17
malntaln 2 credible second strike 'which is in fact that whlch
- deters a Soviet first strike.® However, the ultimate founda-
#4‘3_ .tion of the credible second’ strike is in numbers of deployed.
=+ i~ . Weapons -and not in the weapon system development. They are
_separable con51deratlons.d é.- : s e e

R ,_.:_ "'.-'r' _A._-_ '-'~-,"-

S M-X multlple aim p01nt ba51ng is cr1t1c17cd by‘some on - -5'f”rj
‘the grounds that it .is difficult to verify numbers-of nissiles. -7
_We note that while this may be true in .the general case, - - .. ": .
.deployment constraints can be devised which permit high con~!&*K
ﬁfidence counting- even without on- site:inspection and that i 0¥
‘on-site’'counting:is quite Tteliable,:in any event. - Banning
mobile missiles is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since
it is only a matter-of time before the survivability of U.S. -
.silo-based ICBM's will be unacceptably. low.: Further, mob11e~.m_
ICBM's, because of-their high’ surv1vab111ty, do not invite a ~i
"first strike (there'is no premium for. strlklnc_rlret) and e
hence represent a St&blllZan 1nf1uence.;_,p..' S T T

?ib. Improved Yleld and Accuracy for MINUTEMAN.

' MINUTE“AV TIT is belnﬂ 1mprovedj

~These.are interim




- System accuracy., |/

L
"TERCOM terrvain matching gu

essential equivalence panding the availability of M-X. THumbers
of MINUTEMAN TII are inadequate, even with improved accuracy
and higher yield, to represent a first strike threat.

€. MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle). '
MaRV's are potentially applicable to any ballistic

missiie. They have two applications. One is for evading

defensive missiles, the cther is for irproving overall missile

: As with other weapons systems or components, this
development does not threaten any adversary. Further, deployed
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three
essential criteria for a first strike. :

d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. .

b ) - . 3 ' ) . . o - : N
) These represent no conceivable first strike potential
because of the long flight times involved. : : :

~

‘2.' Subjects of Concern - Verification

a. M-X: Discussed above under first strike.

b. Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently

"in advanced development: the air launched crulse missile

(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruise missile, The
ALCHM, deployed on B-52s,. could significantly enhance bomber
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple-
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall
targeting flexibility. There are two versions 0f the TOMAHAVI.
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWY will provids the
Navy 2 much needed capabilit» to insure that our ships and
submarines will not be out-ranged by potential adversarics,
The nuclear armed Land Attack TOMANAWK could e depleved on
submarines, surface ships, aircraft, and mebile land launchers.
for tactical or Strategic attach, :

) Both ALCM and TOMAHAWK are nighly accurate, flexible,
inexpensiva weapons. They are small, aercdynamic vehicies
that {1y at high subsonic snoads at very low altitude making
them very difficult to detect and cestrey. They us
i €, system iturbhin n

e
e
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]
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If crvise missiles are covered in future SAL agreecnents,
- .there. could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
“raddressed. The first aspect could be verification of the
- total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storage and :
the second could involve limits on range of the missiles. » g

.t.

~i i There is no known adequate technical basis for veri- "~ e
_ iably .constrzining cruise missile range. For example, some oL
..~ current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range than -
- £y the potentizl U.S. Cruise misgiles, are physically ruch largsr -
N than the U.S. cruise missiles would be. An overriding con-
{17 ’sideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile
]~ - i renge is the fact that the geographical distribution of Soviet
.. targets requires a -long range for U.S. cruise missiles .
7. whereas he¢avy coastal population snd industrial concentration’ o
“..in the United States-permits attack by shert tange Soviet B
-cruise missiles. There'is no realistic way ‘to differentiate.

.. -~ between tactical and strategic cruise missiles, -
3. Subject of Concern - Threats to Soviet Strategic War- .- R
: TThaking Cepabilities - o e oL AL e

. . e P - L
e

12{'_U.S. OffénSivé'SjstemQ:,_Diééﬁgseé in‘l._abbée. ff~’j:,-3fj§
.fg*-ﬁ**ib. ABM: We have no debloyed ABH'capabiliifﬁa'we have a-~_
i - program (~ $200M) in advanced component and systems technology.

20 No.weapons system is under development. ABM RED has the - PR
‘.07 following objectives which. represent no threat to any Soviet S
"L, “strategic war-making capability: R T © i
L 3i'm“ ="Maintain a capability to develop and deploy an AB:

S system should one be required for defense of ICBEM

IR forces, C° systems, or other high value targets.

L _ RN




- o= Haintain the U.S. lead irn’ ABM techn o1ogy
: o Anvestigation of advanrced componcnts,
. -, <7 . and systems coacepts that could yield 2
: - cal breakthrough - \ .
. : , s AR i
C. Space DeFense':
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- 2 SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS . :

- Ysgue: Does U. 'S, run short of special nuclear wmeterials for
its weapeons? . o ' -

. . . B

‘The term special nuclear maLerlals (S\Hj nsisis of enri

. ey - - -
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o The;e are tuo alternatlvos ¥hich may be considered:
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ENERGY LASERS R
2, Background K’ o _ e - o i

o The program is essentially in the exploratory and.early advancad
development stage, <o ) Co T

n technzloay and avoid
forts toward specific near term applica~

. 0 Ve have made 3 concerted effort to focus o
directing major portions of our of
thRSO‘ ’ : !

- - . - —-— - * ) ..
.
. 0 . _
- | S— - — - TEne- = - “ - e TV L -
- — . o — - — - - — DR, - . )
i
| N
- J P i e L . - .
N e P e R ) o -

e - -

0 "Ail three Services and DARPA ars involved and DDRZE
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£ S FlaTO ATRBORNE EARLY UVARNTHG (AEW) AIRCRAFT
S I
. e PROBLTH: 1ATO hes a need for uanm aizborne eatrly warning ajircrafr to
provide the key element in establishing Loatrol of the alr caviien~
ment whartever NATO forees are enmgaged. B k
”“i—ﬁajc WATO Commanders requiremanf has baen stated for a £orcc cf

these airceraft. A decision on this metter will have to be mddc durﬁ* ]
ke Feb-la 1977 tize franve. .

. BACRKGROUED . . - .o

Tt
i~

Since 1973 the U5 has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AVACS
(or a derivation thercof) as the candidate aireraft to satisfy the

Tri~-Majer WATG Commanders RCC for & force of NATO Airborne Early Varn- ‘
Ing aircraft. Several differant NAYTO committess, study gTOouUDRS, ang S
Steering coumittees have been formed to provide recommand2tions on _
aireraft type, configuration, force size, groutg“;qggrxgggﬂmuaygig ticns
with NADGZ, Scrida II, UKADGE, and 407L/412L.

T R e e e e e T R o ek R e Lo \

T T ke e S e b e e e e T IEEIIE I T TR L L e i e T b A o mr ks [— -
r——— e e . o m—— —————— e ey et e emnzan .

Other R4T0 pations such zs Noruay and .
support, but

Néchcrlanda have expressed strong

. Lo X - . . . e RN

.~ The wost rceont espression of WATO oa this matter vas ot the £ De cesidex .
1976 MATO Defense Planniug Committse mezting. At that meeting'thz NATO “
D2fensa mlnzstqu reaifivmed the ioportance of a FATO AEW-force aznd cprasad
tc & meeting of high laval experts in early January-1977 to ermamind finan-

.- eial aspects to be f 1.2 xed shottly thereafter by a meeting of Dzfease
' < Minicters to rphiﬂﬂ vhather or : -

IV, Siatus:  Dod representativé arz preparving for part;cin tion in
the meeting of the NATO high 1e el - experts to be held in January 1977.

B
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. NET TECHKICAL ASSESSMENT—-U.S; va. USSR RDTSE

- e

The relative capabilities of thz U.S. and
ary RDTEL.

1. Subject of Interest:
USSR for periorzing mili

rt

—————— e —— i i et i e - = e an -

2. BaCKRTOund: e i ot Tmmenen oo e e

Nkt 4 A ——— T TEET - MLk WA s e ek s S et

4 re et A s eamb s v n ke e eiie ee g

e emd B bhicge s fatas

ittt st

Trhese analyses show the USSR outspending the U.S. in.
mi‘xtaty RDT&E for at least the lasL six years.

: More substantive comparisons take into account 2ifferences in RDTEE
style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology
advances, and relevance to system mission capability. A Judgmental
assessment has been made taking these factors into- account, znd
indicates a comprehensive pattern of improvezmeni in the quality of
Scvier military RDT&E.  Although U.S. technological quality -
generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the cormbinatica of
Soviet quantitative advantage and gquality ;mpruvements is of sericus
concern to future U.S. national securlty

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military technology, and
ne2ds to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost-~-a military
balancé with the USSR, so as to deter global coaflict znd deter or
win limited wars. he U.S. has an inrherent advantage, in that
‘advances in several militarily important technolozies are jointly
supperted by the military and commercial markets (e.g., aircraft gaos
turbines, semi-conductor and integratad-circuit industries, and
compulers). There is no counterpart teo this joint marke:t support in
“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDT&E effort in the past has generally
emphizsized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent

" yaurs ‘they have shown that they can pull 2head of the U.S. if there
is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support technalogy
advances (e.g., chemical warfare). Today, Soviet military EDTELE
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk technologies
with potentially great payoff in military applications. The U.S. can
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD chooses to do so
(e.g-, air-to-air avionics and military space systems), despite the
advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open society.

4. Current Status: The U.S. has shown the Soviets that superior
techrmology can offset numerical advantages in materiel and personncl.
Declared Scviet scienceftechnology policy is to surpass the U.S.

but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive aitempts o
transfer technolozy from the U.S. o ]

o : _ ODDR&E
- e . ' - 2 Dececber 1976
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: T However, °
therz sre gaps in our ‘understanding of some Soviet wiTitary PoTIE
activities, which appear to be related to vital wission arecs of
Three steps need to be taksn to zvoeid techaological
223 (1) -Continue to monitor znd assess Soviet RDTLE

¢ and their porential relationships to the military balance
ain a vigorous R&D effort to generate technological options
s whare our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprise
t. (3) Maintain a persistent and coherent program of BDTALE
for advancing and exploiting militarily important technol 2y areas

[aed
1%
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M
w0
ri
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‘wvhere U.S. is stronz. In addition, the U.S. must develo new
3 P

strengths for application in salected mission areas where Soviet

efforts are creating an iwbalance. - ) .
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Budget Related Issue

' CHAIR HERITAGE

Issue: (U) The Navy has been prevented by Concressmnal action from

. £u-m1nv levels.

TR

continuing the Chair Heritage Program at_

- —— B VR

listory: e e e oS

. . - f = P T T — e - e i miee e s s a re a b ——r e

oI LTI e S L T T R T T e T e Dt bl ttren e wmpeemmenan por ALTmIT T.a. 2N

T e e T e T TS MR TR S eI SRS BT AT a2 M # T mmemm e, mme_ L

L o 777 The Fiscal
1977 reqLe st for authorization contained an Eyploratory Development
and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage,
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to

‘initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator {ATA),.

These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Serv;ces
pending recommendations from a review of the Chair Heritage p o-
gram by the JASON Committee, * '

| (U) The JASON Committee completed its sﬁdy’ ard reported favorable

'_*A DARPA Advisory Gommittes

regarding program continuation, -The results of the JASON review

and the proposcd program were presented to the Congressional staffs
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However,
HAEC concurrente has not been received, All FY 7 fL_nds are de erred
pending resolution of t}n issue, '

— e

L '_Im*:act (U} Delaying this program for.amore than a year will break up ‘

the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laborator ry and delay the
answers needed to establish the feasibility of the use of th:.., machine

.- as a viable wea.pons systerm.

OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76

T i -~ =~ il —— s
- PR ettt e oy e B 4 i ©

|

) POSltlD"l' (U) HASC - Current p051i:on is not known. Impending meeting
D vnth HASC staff may clarv’y sa.t\.at:.on, ' o : :

- y
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3



@D

4r e P oy o A ol
M . .

*

1

O S

PREPRF S

[ T )

I

[
[

e A bt 40 1 L e R e SR LR AR o gt 9

o b o

\‘ N

.

Vi mata aaee

P TYIFT T TN

CARM0H LAUKCHED GUIDED PROJEGTILE COPTEKHEAD (CLGP)

‘. Proble The Army has hﬂen in Erg i;cez*Jg Bevelopalont since 1375
on a 155 Ca on Launched Guided Projectile with zemrinal homicy capa-
biliey, and h thn p;ogzau on contract to Martin-lizrietta. The Havy ;
has 2150 been doing similar in-lLouse work a a 5" proisctile For sh;p-
board use and more recently has done work oa an 8" guided projectile. )
LoD has continually stressed commonality of the Navy 5" and the fmy ) )

A35mm rounds,y

i m L L Rt L L e a4 vt e mmeens

) “On the other hand, the House Armed Services
Cotmiitee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERYEAD thus
delaying the pregraa, Bhlle directing that more comzonzality studies be com- |
ducted. . Coomal o e e
2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerospace and Texas Instruments Incorporatesd
were selected in February 1972 for participation in Advenced D evelopment. .. -
During this phase the major subsystems of the COPPEREEAD (CLGP) were gun. o]
fired to determine survivabiliry. The two confra ctors, with different

design concepts, were authorired to enter inte the Validation ‘Laub of

vanced Developaent in Septeaber 1973. i____ - )

DSARCTII was held on 19 June 1975, resulring in anthoriza-
‘tion to enter Full Scale Enginceri ¢ Developmant.  HMartin-Marietta vas -
awarded an Erngineering Davelopuent Contract on 25.July 1975. 'The contrant
modificztion for the restructured contract necesad

r
S
7 M
]
i )

by Congressicnal

, e ated
rveduction in FY 76/7T was sigaed 25 Juna 76 and incre¢sed the progrzm by .
. $3. A task force chaired by DDRSE with Army, La vy zrd Marine Ceorps S
- - wembers, conducted a guided projectile commonality et dy during Hay th—u )
Sep 76. [This study was completed and forwarded to Con 3re551oaal Arpe BN

Service Committees on 27 Sep 75. The task force reccsmzndad that both

- . 5" and 155zm guided projectile development should be continued., In
"view of the above, the Army was authorized to initiate Producibilicy

Engineering Planning {PEP) on 15 October 1976. The BHASC subs egquentliy e
beld up PEP and approval to initiate it was given to the Army on 3 Daceabhe

1976 with liability limiced to CBJO GOu and eff o ts to stop at end of

Feerury 19?7. : T = o
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: IMPACT OF. PROCURIMENT CHANGES

ON TiHE F18
1. Problem: The Fi8 program
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2. Background: i
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3. 'DoD Position: J
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4. Current Status: The PBD's reflect these cha
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’ AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY Co..
1. Problem: USN and USAF fighier alI‘\_T'lf't are‘ : _ \—

2; " Bac‘crrrou:nd A nr.arber of factors have caused a shortage of air-to-air
gu1ded mlssﬂes. The '.\ar in VleLna:n caused e\cp°m1tures to be hlrrh
both for ccmbat and trammg, the mcreasmg cost of new m1551les - .
'results in raiu\,ed quamlt} buys, and the low n15511e k111 probablllty ) q
' translates mto a reanemem. fo* more mlssﬂes to meet subst..n- L R
tially the same threat. In addn.lon, deveIOpment programs f‘orl

new missiles (AIDM-7F and ADL4-9L) both ran into problems‘which

( .- resulted in delays and fu t‘wr exaceroa..ed th= mvemo*'y problen.

3. DoD P051t10n:j : ‘ _ ' 'j'.--i--

S

[ T For the immediate future we must strive to dﬂvelop a

" nex generatlon of mxsblles whlch (a) are more affordable by v1rtt.u

' _'of lower cost of acqulslth'I and owersnlp, (b] have a h1 8T klll

' probablllty so that we need to procu:= them in fe-.‘er nm".bers a.nd

(c) can be deve;opod on sc‘wnﬁu‘ex o

__ 4. Current Stafms:/

T‘leae 'nls:lles 1-1;1 be 30.:1;

(US\/DSAL-) devalomem,s S T

mem s v T L 4 e cm cmen— ———
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INVERTIONAL AIRFIELID ATTAZH MISSILE .
1. Problom: Do we nzed a Comventional AlvField Attack Missile (ranye
2. Background: The combination of the ¥arssw Pact Air Sorce nunders
dzw‘_r‘*) coupled with their epportunity to initiate an attack
against HATO air bases coniinues to bera difficelt problem.  Ouor
efrort to counter the Red advantage has in the past included
sheltering of our "ll”Cl‘aft, deplovment of ground and air defenses
and prov 1c1mn a conventional strike suond capability utilizing
attack aircraft. The interdiction of Pact Mzin operating air
the combination of defenses

bases (MOBs) is difficult because- of
and weather. j

——— -

i The

3. Don Position:

t

4. Current S atus: Tre DBDs refloct the
initi al Emc established in FYY3.

te for th° Colnd is

p* im¢ candida

__._

P

=

rt
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. GENERAL SUPPORT ROCVET -SYSTEN (3373)

- ..
R — e . .
1. Probiom:

"
+
v

2. Background: The GSRS concept has besn existent in its current form

" since 1973.  Army Joint VWorking Group (‘ c} was estzblizhad 'in February -
70 1874 to assess the nzed for a GSRS with a covnterfies {counter-battery, . :
' air cefense suppression) mission. The JuW3 conductod s praiisinary’ -

technical and cost assessment ¢f a »tep:= iesnch reciet sysiam b

en a threat provided by ths USA ?rﬁid Artiliery Schos! {Fas i

1374, DA dirscted a study of the Artillery Svagen {Task © .

wh:hh con41d=red two CaRb concepts. : e T

! T U : PN

?-‘t;; - i The JWG preparcd 2 Lettor of Agrecmsnt [LA4) which was - LT
' ‘2pproved by DA In Septe nber l 975.. A Specizl Study Group (553} wes S
PR subfequﬂnfly formed to conduct an in=decinh investigation of 2503 concepts,
' .and arrive at a recommanded approach to Tulfill tha system need.  The
. ﬁnreat was the impetus behind the requirement, and waz o mzlor Tacior in e
e erm-ning ‘the required physicel and perfermancs charnetoristiscs of tha %
' CSR-. Using a representative target list . lnquest for Pronsszal was -
] reteaszd te industry in December . 1975 te azzist in determining the bast .
technical approach (B7A). Five contrectors wore chosEn Lo ausist in . -
=devc¢op¢ent of system concepts and (o pronose in~dapth technicel and . i
_ -cost tradeoffs and program cost and S”H“dL}E dzta. In-addition, a survey
iu_ﬂg of forengﬂ rocket system technology was cenducted fer zppiication. . The N
.« 7. SSC then proceeded with a Cost and Qperaticnal Effectiveness Analvsis T
S j':ylcovoar:ng the BTA to fore:an xistiﬂg U.S. and parametric systams.
R
AR R
R — : i
o 3. Dob Position:!
- . - .
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| -
fj_- ‘ftatus: The Army Ts prepavirg for a DSAPT | on 1o 05
and 37 the program-is - proved, contractual ¢ loes <o 1977,
Ta fiarcheAori! 1977 ] A, =iua Fi0rg iy Beary
.{._ _;. *
- ..-
) ‘- CHB(LH‘}

. L L7C Cass
) y ; ) 3 Der 75



Al ke i B i, T A i ol kB L s mhink

* the Air Force has more eﬂahe"CQ1LV fund

- Navy use. The Army is

.eperationzl tests ara baing eoaducie

. . ) .\ :'. \ - - : N . . -

N .

. g . INFRATTD MMAGIND 3EE;
(For Adr to Smeund)

Y. FProbicar Tz Alr Torcz has

HH
{u

~ Ve & -
- PN TS
Developacat with the MAVERICK ciasd an Infravsd Imaging Saeker (IUR).
. The Ravy now agrees to utiliz: LAVELTOD 1rf, whils tha Ay fo not pre-
A_aentlydfullylsuppor ing dnve*vy ent W dmaging cesher for EELLFIRE.

- - - =

2. Rackground: Efforts have been b*—going at the Army Missile Command -
since 1972 to develop an icaging secher suiszdliz £ 2liborn2 use on a SO
- small diemeter missile. Contractors imval o th E:plozatoery Develop-'.;Lf
ment have been Hughes and Texas Tnntrusicnc Wy L

timaframe
ey

Gran with Hughes for a NAVZEZC} :dr

Development to commence i

BULLDGG and a non-imaging se=ke:, 15 nor

woment p*o—

0T Engineering
ler supporting
im ab-na.

i

&. Startus: Air Foree

i
plancing a nominal 6.3 ) ':g seenar.. Joint -
; A

[

R
L




Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technology Base Funding Increase
Control of Size of In-House Technolegy Base Program

DOD Use of Animals in Research

_Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy .

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (alsc on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernization

Computer Software s
Bombers

Briefing Paper (also on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XMl Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATé Airbprne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2)

Test and Evaluation Efficiency

Major Range and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range (unintelligible

w/deletions)
Independent Research and Development
Export of Technology . ;
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Resources & Manpower R&D

Atk 3




The Technology Base contmbutes to the econemic :

- performed in the in-house laborai‘m'ic" as wroil o i‘.?'.:c.:u-;'-

TECHNOLOGY BASE FUNDING [NCREASE T

‘¢

-1cfers to tire Defense
;vies of the
opliiant :’b 3} category.,

1.. Squoct of Interest: The term Techaiclaa:; Ba
Research (6. 1) and Expleratory Develosinent
RDT&E budget, and paxt of the Advanced Deve

2. Backeround: The Technelogy Boase constitules Looroxim At; y 20%

of the DoD RDT&E budget. 1t is the fourdation for
and provides the technology options for new techal
and better manpower use leading toward iniproved

through comimcereialization of R&D by-products.

cfforts with universities, and indus t*'} .

b= ——

ne
_@oullars beginning in ¥Y 64, This t'-end’ Vi
nei

- e = T T L I L T T e e e e e —---—--—-—-——-:--‘—-’- Tt
T Technolagy Rase effort deereased zhout -?.,('!'}-. 1 ieroes of constant

rever:
finzncial support to the Techncle gy Base beginning i _
increase has been supported by DOD and the Aymel Sorvi
'mf' the !\hn*rp*‘lat ons Commiilees. . N

2. 'DOD Positien: The lc;b.na’" 2y Base is ouxr fon
security of the nation. It has given us sonie notah?

czpabilities, including initiatives in lascr svet
mproved aerodynamics, advence Ezinr.:l:*.i:_:-::fs

4. Current Status: The 'DPGV n';::c‘fxcs 2 ]
ef 2 minimoem of 10% per year in constant doila:
further, that Exploratery Developinent {¢. 2) sk
below the FY 78 budget request in constant dalizrs in &Y _
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6.1 achicved in FY 80 to ‘tha totel
RDT&E budget and the px,*c:cntabf‘ of 6.2 achieved 5.1,1 TY TE to the totz
RDT&E budget will be maintained as the minimum gu! 1

suL scquent years

I8
3

..... This
increase will continue the trend tow. ard r?invigorating our Techaology
Base program and will serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit~
ment to technologlcal superxo*zt) on the parL of thL DoD and CongLeqs.

. Gl :‘-"_ G ODDREAT)
: ; . | o ‘ ‘.'- ' ..'_. ot . “__; .‘A, . .1 DCE -?6 "

training, improved ma terials, night vision devices, ceooumnunicaiions
inchnolony and IP('JD.C'L-d mmtal ty If:;* ‘J;r cerrnhal julivzad,



R - Buad getRclatngssuc o

.o, CORTROL OF Sizxk OF TN~} USE T QE— \OLOGY BAS:. PROURAM
Issue: We are rcstructvr::;;; ihe Technology Base pr ogrdln by decreasing

the amount of work done in-kouse and iner casing the amount done in

industry and universities, '

History: The DoD Technoloyy Base has iuree major participants (the
in-house laboratorics, indusiry and universitics), each performing a
unique part of the overall pr cgram, Over the past ten years there has
been a decrease of approximatic ly 407 in the level of effort in the DoD
Technology Base program. This decrease has been taken pnmanly in

the university and industry programs whils the in-house effort has
remained essentiaily 1\,‘18- ":‘r.c in-hovre porticen had increased from
approximately 22% of the totel Tochnolcsy Bose pr ogram in FY 68 to
approximately 43% in FY i We zitoring the level of effort as
well as the balance between pavHicipoaty by increasing the fu.dmrf in the
program, directing that the inczo 'amaz‘ﬂy io the university and

industry programs and by a s

~mon

in the in-house RDTLE progian:,

down of approximately 10%
5 to reduvce the in-house
portion of the Dol? Technolery Brusc C Progrim f,o approximately 30%,

pol s

4
L]

pproximately 43% in- houfe,

Position: In F'Y76 the Air Formoe PIOOTETN WES &

the Navy £1%, the Army 605, and, wish DA RPA and DNA essentially all
contract, 'Lhe overail DoD levcl is 38%., Ve arc coptm uing to control the
in-house p*ocram by estabiizhi ny 2 seximan level of effort for the A*rn),
Navy, and Alr Force. in Y 77, -

sl

S e e, o .. ODD{R&AT)
% I : R : ' 30 Nov 76
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2 N -"'",'-'..’..-DOD USE OF ANIMALS IN RESEARCH ©  *

Sabject of Issue: - Pc‘:"rﬁi:;aily, 'I‘..’E.«‘E‘;‘SL{ public and Conarcssional -
interest to DoD using enim:als in resonual, esprcinily beagles, sccurs. ]
. History: Annvally in he © pring, sevoeral animil prute"'i'ive gzsurialicns
B and Congressional membors recpen o whick guestions
the need for, thz proper cura of, and in resca: c‘,. A
“favorite tactic has been o wesocizte t0ds a oD iYL
that ig also judged unpopular or inhwnane by other groups ubb as S
 chemical warfare agent develepment, znd to usz ’.:his as a bazsis for o
getting restrictions on anim:l use p"ac*ec: into Dol) budgset and avthoriza- s
G tion legislation., The constrzints, how wer, ars writtendin a manner .
.making them appliczble to more than T_LL ana more than the unpopulay
programn to which they are atta cbed {i e, wll l.'“='.:";;z_‘_l\r supncstad resoazohl),
T _]Mc ) DQS_Q‘?_{L:, Testing using ani toesmentic Too e con .
' ‘vesearch in the medical and Life scieroos sroen,  Subatisuies
,&re used to the muzzimurn pessible.
e We LR

the proper vse of animals, This-has heon
3216, 1, Folicy on \emz.malv im Do RIGx
Instructional Programs. Without use o
programs to establish standards for In IR
- combat trauma and blood substitate core nroosts

=47

u .....l_- \I: B

new drugs c-nd vaccines could not he SR
hd . :. -
o

29 Novemher 1976
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2. . Bﬂc.}ig_.ound - SIS R

e _Jequipment :-:ud troop training neceds improvement and e nphasis,

3. I_}_o.’) Posi{ig}_:

' 4. Cuvrent Status

o

. " CHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE .

da 4,

Tr,-c.r.s e programs.

.1 .Subiect of 's.:ue- Cnr:mzcal viarfare and chc.m1ca"/l.1o}og1c¢‘ I'CW/B.J)

o Program Objectives: In support of current :natm szl policy, these
" programs are designed to maintain a deterrent to possible use of
CW/BW against U.S, or Allied forces and to provide 2 retaliatory
~capability if deterrence fails, The emphasis of the program is to
" provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn
of, withstand, and recover from an attack, The effort includes an
.:.‘tsses sm.ent of the threat and 'Lhc vmz_wer«,bﬂxty of U, S. im-ce

e '.Lhe U;S hau f.h\, \"011«:1“* grcg.tc vt c“p“bxl W to opm-atc ina
. GW emulonmem L e _ : ;

- v .
. F A

‘o The US 1'e’caliatory stockpile reyuires moderpization ?o I»e cr euml:;

o '_,‘major iiu.'lprovenzents in the defensive po tx1c: are required. : -
R Stronb Congressional OppO“ition s sts to the de,velopmeat of ©

binary mu.mtzonc (a new, safe packaging configuration where non-
- lethal components form the same toxic chemicals as the present

- ntockpile when fired) as a means of moder J""Z.c’..'h.OI.l gond Congres-
monal sx..pyort cmsi., for an 1n1proved defens: ve cap?.b).hty

“a

0 RDT(‘: ig go n:'aln' 3dequa‘te; ho'.r,'ever, procurement of defevsive

*

.0 Suppo*tf' effort 10 n’ppw-ove US fo"ceu czm?bzhf- to op arate in o
chcmlcgllbmloglcul envxronmcnt cn\.ouragcs £ hes 10 follow sirnilar
(eourse. oo T e T IR -

-
fl
’

"-'w-h.- . .
LR B - : L -,
Lk e .

x * ,: o OSD gu:.dance in PPGM and DPRG” e'npha. izes defenswc prcgrum 5
" both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selecied
Begrnents of general purpose forces the capabxhty of 11m1ted rcta.hutlon. A

[ L

" *Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum - ‘ ODDR&E (E&LS)

**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance _ . 29 Novembcr 1976

S ~ . v mine o ‘ N
T T T T B T i S T w s

e
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: .. ©® The Department of the Army has completed one study, ""Chemical .
S . ":." . Warfare Policy, 1980-1990, " Prepared by the Strategic Studies o
v o lnstitute. A similar study is in progress by Stanford Resezrch e
PR s Institute, using the same threat znalysis and terms of reference, :
... furded jointly by the Army and the ASD{ISA).  The JCS is developing,
.. ‘under contract with IDA, = system for estimating chemical munition
el requirements utilizing a two-sided warpgame scenaric based un an

. S ,." analysic of targets. The Army has a similar efiori in progress at
" the Concepts Analysis Agency., The Director (P&E) ba. completed
;.. a contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program
... - -iassues, NSSM 192 which discusses current nationzl policy altcrnatives
. . -is still outstanding, S
. - [ . ",4’:

... © Procuremeant of defensive cquipment and training is being emphesized
-t 7. in both Departments of Army and Aly Yorce; Depariment of Moty con-
0, tract stedy in progress to dofine scepe 2nd specific needs.,

. R

T e .. . e e e




Congress has

!i

t
N
!
+

. Y e

L C Budg.et Related Issue L ,

¥ ..  CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY

-

1. Subject of Issue; Long-standing Chermical Warfare (CW) policyis:
no-fizst use of CW, maintain a chemnical wevinre capability to dcter

. the use of CW agoinst the US or its Allies and to be able to retaliate in
.-kind should deterrence f2il, and . be able to protect the US forces

against CW attaclks,
2. Backeround: The above policy has heen steted many tinies, most 4
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any biolegical warfare capability,

“In Janvary 1975, the US ratificd both the Geneva Protocol ang the Bieclogical

Weapons Convention (BWC).. The Geneva Protocol bans first use of CW

only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind. The BWC
binds all parties to continue negotiations on 2n agrecment banning chemical
weapons,| T - '

A nurmber of stndies by the Departiment of the 4 roy, ASDSHA), Divector
(PLE), the JCS, and the Navy are in varicus stapes ol corntletion, » The
requested the GAQ 10 review the total CW policy and posture,

3. DoD Position: Supports extensive efforts +o iimpreved p.rotcct'ive
posture through R&4D and procurement and encourages Allies to {ollow
similar course; supports limited cfforts to rnainiain a rewalictory

capability, - AR - ‘ '

4.. Current Staiue:

- OAD(E& LS)
29 Noveinber 1976




o - -, WEATHER MODIFICATION

L -

1. Issues:

a. Advertant Modification. Senator Pell opposes DoD invel «eme,qt in
weather modificdtion, and has been instrumental'in involving the U, 5. a2
tre"f}“ to probibit military weather modxf‘ cation.

._‘:‘_‘___.'___b.: Inzdvertant Modification. :
Z. Background:
'____ There is

publm concern, and in some cases fear, that man's weather modification
d.Ch.Vitle“ may cause Lnacceptu.ble aa:nage and ht.n.an .,ui.: c.rmg,.,

- : . Tl

DeD ]135 bc,en criticized for its prez.:_pncm on erltancement operaﬁ_c.r,g,- over
v lC‘f‘UuJ").. Senator Pell has pressed to restraia Do.D frcm all rescarch o
"opcrcdmns in Weaiher modumahon. . R S :

: Thc. U S. is negoh’aﬁng o convcr.tmn "The Pro bvhon of Tvﬁhtr, o Any-

Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techuzigues, ™

.  The Congress has asked the-Executive Agencies i'a CLJ“J(’l\ICt research Jnf.n
- stratospheric pcllution. MNASA and NOAA arc tesked *o conduct & & rooearch

- “ and-moenitoring program. Dol operates, majority of faciliiies that czu
, sumple 1n stra;ogphere, ‘!:n such ‘ovidne gi sapling 'bévond iITaD raizsio,
3, T)OD Po 1cion: X -
- . ) .
T ] ) e T S S LTt ) :
) é,.. DoD prcsentl" is not cnge,sred ina 1.y clans i’md resea rcb or'6 P

_', _i..an., in weather modification. All DoD achvnm... arxe reported to and

pu'bh.,hed 'by thc ‘Q’wtwn‘*l Oceamc and Atznosphen._ Acu“tm tration.




-

3. DoD Position:

1. SHbJﬂCi: of Issiz: DoD s spends approx unately $3 behon c..nnually
in coftware devclopment and test in new weapon systems, three

" times the computer hardware costs. Basie technology is mostly ‘
mis °mg to improve the efficiency and standardization of software C et
uti CO"IE;I’ESS has repecatedly cut the software technology T

the Services hc,ve be.f,n reu..c.tanh to properly fund

2. Backpground: This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- IR
wide effort, including ODDR&E, OASD(C), OASD(I&L), and DARPA. _ S :
Approp; iate committees have been formed, a management plan i
‘drafted, and 2 DoD Directive 5000. 29 was issued on the Mana tgement e

ol Computer Resonrees in Major Dafense Syst(-:nm establishing
pelicy.  Resriews and n‘r*e.f'ings have been held with key people

the Services and Congress to provide an vnderstanding of cuyw
, pz:ograms and to rcceive their uppurt. A major effort in establishing
- standard hlg,Lc r ovder lartgu ge (HOL h,.J been 1mt1 rted.

© -

‘ :;4. Currer.t Status: Work in this ::r.? is slewly gaining mo'nnntum.

e e e et

Tha BOL .,tdhnzrchzaum, ig proee ing fairly well on schedule, but
2t be closely watched. Coorcmai.cn among elements ¢f O5D is

5_»

c‘mte cifective. However, much work remains o initizte the appro- L

ps*xaw_technulo&;y work in cach of the Services. .

P

" OABIEEPS) T
"1Dec?6 . - il




e s LS. UBOMRERS © - . T nutml MR
sERvst Xeothe 1Esuile Age, why do we need bombers? Lo
~ . . - .'_. . . B _ 3 r..-:‘. .
i -"'. oy A

SRR . R S .

-~

remain the one leg of ihc TRIAD whers U. S. 5till ve-
ificant numerical advantage -over its Soviet counterpari.”
itzge Is in both hard and sofit target kill capahility.

be luunched on warrning and dispersed. The bowber is

; after launch; it can be vcrouted enroutre; it can be

P fferent levels of conflict. -The bomber czn demeristrate
U, 5. 1csolve by adjustment of alert rate without actua 1ly entering
into combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets prc-

cludes it as a first-strike fo*ce. The bowber force is thus a
silabilizing fores : L

| ] - -
inprovement of Soviet zir defenscs make the strategic
panverts job iLc*"“STHPTy difficele.  Gince the 1950s, the B-52
Log been the backbone of the bomber force. Improved avienics and
COdL Tl of r lavached misziles (SRAM) has permitted grouwth caps-
piliv AT b;rcraft' tasic technelogy is that of the 1956z,
. LATZE Tadar cross section, sofiness to blast effect 5 and 1t3s bomb-
“ing end navigation systent ];nvu 1he continued potent 111 ¢f the h-57.

Tha B-1 is schvﬂuuma to cnter the inventsry in the carly 198Csz.
Tty B-1 will-allow the continuence of the most-fiexible ag of ouv
TRIAD, tiie howmber, to mzintain superiovity over the Soviets with - -
its irnroved penetraticn capability, low radsy cross section,
SUpeYis: avienices, ond larger and more Flexible wesnon wmir.
o0 By Fnaizinr - :
[ - o Tt - B s _
i
!
!
;
]
D e S ) o
Lo "Cuvrrent Staztus i

Somz B-5Z2 avionics improvencnts are Cﬂnij}dxﬂp vhere proctical
2:xd pecessary to maintain its efkbc‘Lxr:cfs. The development of
the B-1 is nearing completion. The great wveazlth of test data show
that the E~ltis_reaﬂ* o

~

v o7 proﬂu:tiod.

e
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LT BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE g

" “fie Balllistic Htss:le 9efense (BHD) pr gram is corartﬁcd of two
e : coﬁﬁlcd\ntary efforts =~ The Advanced Techrology progrom and tHc Systems
- “:A Tecbﬂulogy progrdm.

s . - -

Y

‘fi"iigz. Hackaround
3 . - . .—. ""“"—‘-—-w'l"--_—-

t o

LT . !

Our BMD efforts are directed at manntalnanq a tCzhnolofv Jead over
.“the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence

o

‘“;;;';' figencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of BMD technology. “”.175;

- :'q',,_These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and develop new
" technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for
Aapp]ication to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation
~of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have a deployed EHE system cad with
-the reorientation of the q:tc Dcfenqe prOHrbn we are not-deveioping an
:;"L erational ,yutem. i - E :
: The principal focus of the Syqtems TLclno]oqy effor“ tnrQWQH 1478
“%it) be directed toward terminal defcnse issues. HModest efforts are aiso
... being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could
s complemsnt a2 terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept
" applicable to the defensc of a mobile ICBM force. These twe new tasis
.will form the basis for the future Lffcrts and Lhe level cf funding for
‘then requ:reg ccns:dcratlcn. s . -

. . . - e
t f.]‘ The BHD efforts are the Army's only strategic programz.
P omme e - R, .
2
- . b, gurrent Status ' B 1=¥ 3 -'f.i-;jf%-f ) af;;f";ji o

e :o ruwdlng leVel is tﬁadchate in FY 78 to propcrly support new tasks.

- © The BhD programs are the r0€pon5|b lzty of the Army.

© 5. Funding (millions) = FY 76 77 B 13 80 8l
' Advanced Technology o 97.0 . ]02'.‘7
-\ - ~Bystems Technology 160.0 _?00.];
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R - HIGH/LOW MIX ST,

1. Problem: Is the High/Low Mix a viable concept for modernizing ocur
... forces. .-

" 2. PRackpround: The Warsaw PACT presently has a2 quantitative advantuge
In weapon systems over the US and are increacing the guality of
new systems as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs,
The High/Low Mix is a force structure planning concept which attcapts
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perforn-
ance systems ("High'') to counter the superior threat, and a larger
fleet of lower-performance systems ("Low") to counter the average
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large
mobers of "low'" systems where we have a qualitative advantage,
or to develop small numbers of expensive “high'' systems {or missions
. 3n which we have near parity of numbers. The Jatter approach has

. worked fairly well except that it forces a2 relatively fixed composi-

- . ¢ tion becanse the "low' svstems arc generally ovt of production,

In May 1974, the Secretary of Defonse told the SASC thut he would

approve expansion of the Air Force tactical structure frgm 21 to
26 wings if the Air Force could develop and field large numbers of
missionized versions of the YF-16 Liphtweight Fighters such that

~ the total cost of the 26 Wing force would not be_significantly
greater than the previous 21 wing "high' f{orce.

l

poD Postionf!

4, rrent Status: The High/Low Mix concept 1s chluded in mlSilOn
* g?ea planning and Extended Planning Annexes which provide f?icg
structure estimates out to 15 years. Some examples of high gh
» mixes in which we are developing low systeoms are the F—lS{f-l ,
: ' F-14/F-18, A-10, and FIG-7 Patrol Frigate. Hiph syst?g: nixes
being developed are the UITAS/UH-1, XM-1/M-60, AAH/COBRA, and
MICV/M-113. . . L




4 o ' 3M1 TAFK PROGRAM

e 1. ISSUE: ‘xM1 Tank/Leoﬁard 2(AV) Tank Cshpérative Evaluation.

2. EBACKGROUND: - : A

o

&, 7The US Army and the FRG's Federal Vinistry of Dofense entered into
an agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforts to achieve max-
igun standardization on the X1 and Leopard 2 tanks. As part of this 2grea-
ment,.the US Army confirmed its intention to test the Leopard Z, as wodifi-d
to meet US requirements, to the came ground rules and constraints established
for the Bl 2nd include it in a comparative test and eveluation.

b. The competitive test of the US Chrysier and Cenmeral Motors XML proto-
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (American Version) (AV) was conducted during the
period September-December 1976. ' -

areas of potential standardization in the
liajor areas to be considered were the mzin
. trensmission, and five centirol.

¢. Tollowivng a four-month dol ¥y in the XMl progran ko permit the controctors
to resubilt additional proposals besed on the standardization addendusn, Chryslex
war awarded the full-scale engincering development contract on Fovember 12, 1976,

=
o
a

- L]
€. Access to XMl test results were clezely contwelled within the Army and
OSD to protect the highly competitive natura of progran. DD(TEE) evaluation
of test results was performed by the assigned wllitavy staff assistent. DD(T&D)
‘assessment of test results, released prior to selection of winuing coniTactor,
vas vwritten in a gemevric sense. ‘ :

+

zither tha Thryslesn

raed full-scalo enpginoay-

_ f. The UF is scheduled to scleat by MNoreh
proposal or the FRG's Leopard 2(4%) provorsl
Lig developmeut.

¢ t
" evaluation of Lecpard 2(4V) have hecu rajised iu the press and by DGA Int'l reure~
e ¥ e '

r appreheusions concerning objece-
tive T&4E analysis with various Departments of State znd Defense officials.




i ) . . ‘_.. Voer o, .
: < FRG/UK/US TANK GUX FIRING TRIALS
1. ISSUE: Relative effectiveness cof USulOSEm ¥68 gun‘vith iwproved ammu~

nition, FEG 120mm smoothbore gun and devalopmentzsl amzunition, and UK 120mm
rifled gun with currcont and dexelopmchtul ammunizion, o

- Z. BLUEGROUTEND:

) 8. A FRG/UZ/US joint evaluation of moin armement svetems for pain kattle
tanks vas condvcted between Noveuwbex 2573 and Aupust 1975, The ovurzll ob-
Jectdve of this Trilateral Tank Main Armament Evelnation was to gesh: a decisien
en & coumdn solutieon for the main armament of the FRC Leepard 2, the VS 2N,
#nd the UK/FRG Futurc Main Battle Tani (T3 The candidate systems studiced

- ir the evaluation were the FRG 120mmm swoothbeore system, Lhe UE 110mm rifled

-+ . bore system, and the US 105mm rifled bo sys“cm.'

b.: The Trilateral Group recommended that prodvction of the XMl be ini~
tiated using the improved 105mm system but counsideration be given 3

program to possible incorporation of a 120me armauant systen at 2 lare
" that the first lot of Lecpzvd 2 be preduced oL Sumn sysuew but
- Lecpard 2's turrct desipgn optimized for a 1 systerm; znd that
< © oplimal wmain arzenent systen, piving corsicdersil wh smooth snd rii
bore designs but based initizlly on the FRE 1Y bbore rystemd, be Govel—

cped as expeditiously ag posaible for the Le 2, TEDT, a2nd pU°f*r1k
produvaern 1 '_pxovemugt of the 3. :

c. In January 1476, the Sceretary rovadl the Ainy's reoov-

rendztions to initizte producztion of the Lhot imprcvcd 105 gun 83
Gég znd plans for a cooperative development pregram for an Pprjval tank main
< cystem for the long terw future. The Seclef alro renucsted the Avmy to aus

thaot the production XMi design could ascceommodar. ﬁ\l_ wa gun with essentl
,change in the tank design other than tho turrew, !

d. A FRG/US July 1976 addondun
vould strive for masimws standardizat
wvse by both countries of 120w gm
cutablished for selection of the 1 ;
1 tank progrem wos delzyed four menths
o prescnt proposcis besed on the stendaydd

i e Congress (UASC) obJLcteJ to delay din Il program and pass¢d a resolution
to effeet that XM1 should be fielded wish US 10%mm: W68 ¢wm.  Further, the vesnol-
- --. ution stated the gun was nof to be replaced until threat dictaies need for lasge:
.. pun, and the 120zm gun proven, through tests, s T to the 105w gun.

b
e
o H

£f. G/UR bq conducted addition:
to include UK 120me yvifled bhore design
sLtempt to rescive FRE iSSUQb aund yrel

ing trlals, Novenber-Decembearn 197
. to supplement 1975 Trilateral data arns
i werdite of 120mm swoolh and wifiad b

}dﬂa u

PR C e e n—

. .3. RECOMMENDED POSITICN::




Ll . .

Test and Evaluation Efficiency

o
.

t. Issue:’ Are DD(TEE) policies under DobD Directive 5000.3
rezulting .in undue program delays, cxcessive costs, or both,
due to fest reguirements? ;. oL .

2. Packground: In carrying out the directives which imple-
ment the efforts te correct the deficiencies highlighted by
-* the Blue Ribbon Defense Pancl, testing beyond that requircd
vinder earlier practices is often included in the R&bD pnases
of system acquisition programs. The testing itself, and
- the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are
significant elements in the cost of the RDTEE phases of the
program and its duration. : :

Thus, observations and corrective actions.which, under earjinr
procurcment methode, would have takern place afiter field intro-
aqucticn, are specifically identified as part of the developnany
‘and initial operstional testing efforts, and made egrpart of th-
bLudgetery reckoning. - . g . .

The present ToE procedures lcaed to the acauisition of systems
vhich are more nearty ready for operational use, .and legs
susceptibie to the need for extensive backfit or 'get well®
programs to correct Previocusly undetected deficiencies.

C;i _ 3. DSB Ascessment: A task force of the Defende Science Board,
~under the Chairmanship of Dr. Eugene Fubini, was created in

ftay 1576, and charged with assessing the effectiveness bf curre.

VeE policies and procedures. The final report of this task fores

will bBe available in February 1977. '

L. Recommended Position:
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A 13T TEST FAC ILITY RuSE

i. 7 "~ Componantis. The huroh Raﬂge cnd Test Faeility Basé (MRUFR)
is comprised of 26 DoD ranget and test facilities which are managcd
1 " . -

by the Nilitary Depurtments and monitered for OSL by the DD{T&E)}.

2. 7 Intendel Missicn, Ghe MRTTR 46 & costly natiopal ssset (cnmual
T0A about $1.7 billion including $752 million RDIGE) spanning the entire _
spectrum of physical and simulation eavironments critically needed -for o .
effective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctic, coastal :
end high desert land areas, the facilities alse include associated L

alrspace and water areas required for the wide variety of programs

‘tupportad. Tne vast amount of instrumentztion, faeiliries and persovuel

involved in this program consvitutes a larss investmont that mast Lo '
comiinuousiy upgradad and modified to veet new test prosvan demands.

Cone of the facilities are extensively o by men~Lsh crnanization:,

C.ey EASA, BOT, FIW.L, XOAA, noa- Gov;hnw,ét. : _ .
3. Basis for TV 1078 RPeguzat. FY 1970 bidgets wore pxcparcu by
. the military deparwsents based on estizmsied future workload., /Iun cxtensive

05D review, with OMB participation, incures that the budget reflects the
minimum dollars and personnel nesind to sUppoNt user rTegulremenio,

& ) "
% oy Major Issuas,

Lo o p e e s o

Lray)

5. .. Current Tropraw Status. The faciiirdes are fended to provide

"ull mpnﬂatory operating, wairienance and improvement dollars. Impurovenant -
programs 1include efioris neccssary o weet new requirements, increase
cfiiciency or replace antiquztied eguipment. Ascets are continuausly

. .reviewed for need and removed from loventory wnea Lo ]onger cost effcctive.

%
.
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- cz; 5, ILP"“aﬂusu“ RLSEAJ il AND DEVELOIMENT .
J.. Isnue: To develep a means ¢f catisfying the objectiveé of IR&D and B&P

whick can bz Suﬁpo?'i' by tho Dxecutive Eranch, Lhe Congrese and tho
Indanivy. . e
Z. Tackeround: Industri-l fisu: ;uitlfhlﬁflf thoce In the higher techuology
preduct zrezs must 2nrage in owchnicel effeort whose objectives include ’
developing aend maintainiug a c::n"hi\lu“';;*turp in chosen product sarceas
. by advancing the LP"PJJ'ﬁc dlorivg inunvenive conceptc in thoss
Tenagen product areas.  Part cifuiL oy be funded by divict Lrst0tcr
technology contracin porvid ¥y “u otho dofense envivomment. The balance
- mesi be copzidered ¢ nevazna. ;o cosi of dedng bLusiness and these costy
wirst either be expensed in the current accounting period or capita ed
for recovery im later accovuiing pzriods. Do hzs peruwitted defense
contractors to expenze suth costs zo overhead charges on defense contracts
since 1959, -The xeticnale anad the groundreies for such zllowance hove
Leen the subject of coniinuiuz vevier a 3 both within oD und
vithin ths EK(LLtLvr GIanch.  Gerbaln Coppruess have ropratedly
eritcizad both the roolonle o7 vra edritiosrarion of the IRDAG/IAT elfcri -
erd in recent yvears has dimpoc §oconzvraino. zenarding relavanvy of tha
cliert via oeendaent o The oo o nriatle = {sez Secliou 203 of the
Lefense Appvovriatior fen-fou 7 i, DPu £ Law 21-441)., A furthen
constraink on total 1: ool @il fon recoveTy it Dol oeentvaectr
Lizg been threatcned :
:zﬁ 2, “J Positicn: DeD wriurain. o0 IDEDJTOT avo pormal costs oF auw
: business ana therefor: ' o a contructor's overhuad
. * gubject Lo certain re sievancy and bmount o=
dollars allewed. The f:tudl roundrules for
IRED/BSP allowance while 30.66 establishes the pol
and ptoceduxea for tucin relevaney and technicsl
quality. ) .
4.  Corieug Stacucr | Tho o J_]
' since the submissics by
of IREGB/BAP Ly ldce ic
. Leintyre and h"c“*-*b

Subcowwittec hearings :
o comprchensive, GAQ stc; ol
coeacept of Line Iten Budgeti:

e

to major coatractors was one o7
The Cifice of Federzl Frocure:
_policy on IRYP for relczsc as
4
}r-"-r"z'ﬁ-r_fe;--r—-nn "rrfara-vrr-vrm Pl -,_..“..._,.._..,... N e aman e s

e

7
o 31875 called vo discus 1t of
THET ever the H1\co(iug Lwo year: The

Cenivact Alloce
noThe rmcom,-nuatlon

-.,"

ion of INIB/BLP funds
in the GAO report

fal
=3

gl Folicy 1s de ulG{jHO an Executive Brench
au GMB Civoular.

DDR&E
2 D2ec 1976
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znd the GAOQ o ,11 ghlight

.+ EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY

{_‘_‘_1&: High tec! mulog\“ transier to th(. Bloc '-r:xur.tnes, either direcily
or via our Allies, ia of deep concern to DoD, Past technology trancicr
and the expiration of the l":-;port Administration Act during the last
Congress resuited frorn strong differences of opinion on the value of
present export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of Dol
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Ayms Export
Coatrol Act of 1976 {Public Law 94- 329) will require clear definition
of'defense articles' and "defense services'' that will be subject to the
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our

competitive economic base resultmg from unrestnctcd exports of
high i.c,chnolc:

[ “J_i”"” The transier of hig h U. .‘> tc,clmolor 20 the Soviat and Chine
Yicc is creating increased concern in the DoD and among certain sopments
ol the Congress. During this past two years, various c“nnﬁ.ttee:' Lisve
L:zen sot up by lhe Cong e.;-_. the President, Commerce, Defense, Strie

[183

m va riouvs vicws,

Nals)
[

The Delense Science Board completed a study in Feb 1976 recommending
a streamlining of the export control list fo emphasize control of tech-
nology rather than control of products as is now the case. DepSec
Clements assigned DDR&E the responsibility to implement the recom-
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort vnderwz Ve
This is now a bread interagency effort. Primary {focus is on the

‘identification of critical strategic technologics and mechavisms of

technology transfer. Somec of the required improvements of the
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified
pertaining to the allocation of addltmnal resources to the export

. .control problem.
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Congrcs‘; failed to extend thcz .‘u::;*wr.. Administration Act

The accom aplishment of hese abmis in dmely manaer g¢
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requested by Congresy and Industry will desnond high level Dol
management attention and allocatica of rcaum.tte resources,
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T S STANDARDIZATION AND INTEROPERABILITY -
- WITHIN NATO
1. ¥Problem: NATO's combat capability, military efficicncy ans

" deterrence could be sigrificantly improved through greater stand-
ardization and interoperability of weapon sysiems ir the Alliancc.
Greuater standardization should also result in appreciable lJeng femin
c¢ificiencies in developiment, procuction, logistics, training, ond
:J;rz-,mtcna;lcc. :

2. Backgrou.nd ' The obstacles to achlevmg standardization of equlpl'nc.lla.
in NATO are many. Most national procurement decisions are suf-
- ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects
and cover such other vital nationzl-level considexations as industrial
‘yroduction base, erployment, technolesy base arnd balance of txade.
Hovever, we are {inding ways to deal wiik these p:f:oblems. _

* . e
Generally, the most satisfzcioTy appreach to countending with dormesiin
problems associated with standzrdization is through licensed pro-~

duction of standavd equipment in both North Amezrica and Europe--
exzmples are the ROLAND IT Shoxt Ravge Air Defense System and
the F-16 Pprograms. ' : : '

) .,
Many of the benefits of stcmdarchzg.aon Gl bc, reg-._lfded thro ch
"ensurmg interoperability of eguipment--~foxr c-xam.plc‘, being a.ble
- {o service aircraft on each other!s airfields ; being able to con-
.municate with each other, and be;:xb akle to vse commen fuels
and arnmunition, C : '
" %7 DoD Position: The DoD stx rengly supporis NATO stavdardization
© end interoperability efforts. We have strengihened the Dol Weapen
o . Gystemn Acqudsifion process fo ensure thal adequate consideration is
©, 7. given to foreign solutions, that U.S. systems are designed fo be
"7 inmteroperable with those of our NATO Allies to the preatest degree
possible and practical. We seek methods by which our NATO Allics
will be encouraged to agree to U.S, solutions (e. ga, th:rough co-
p*oc‘luchon opportm ue's) when ‘,.ppl't)p} izte.

! R ] . 4 a e —————

- 4, Current Status:

L ) R v —————
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: "HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D

1. Issue: The House Appropriations Cémmitice reduced the FY 76
Program request in this technical area Ly $20M. The Senate Appro-.

" priations Cornmittee restored $10Md,

2. Background: This techniczl area includes work in training; training
devices and sirmnulators; personnel, marpower, and confernporzry issues
(égual opportunity, racc relations); and haman faciors in weapon systems
development and operations., In reducing funding, the House Appropria-
tions Committee questioned both the utility and pricrity of the R&ID., The
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula-

tion projects to be continued.

The FY 77 funding request for the five Frogranm: Elonents reduced by
onmgress in FY 76 was held o the ¥Y 76 budgss reognssi level, o B
Cong FY 70 was held 1o the ¥Y 7 g 3 _
s{untial reduction from the growln plenned Jor this area. The arew of
ITvinan Resources R&D was sepuarated into {hrce categories of work:
L=

(1) the technologies for trzining, siimalaiion,

training equinment wid
[ &3 L

human enginecring, (2) 2 smaller effort in the perscnnzl and monpower

area,.and (3) a separate effort in the sociul

science contemporary

issues area, The purpose was fo clearly delinezie these three sub-arcas
of work so that they can be independently siructured ond appraised.

"This action was successful since no acrons th

" by Congress in FY 1977.

3. _]_}9__]:)_ Position:

- technology area har becn wetitled 4o Trainbug end Pereoruel

fo emphasize program recrientation.

&

Loord reduction wos mnde

4. Current Status: Congress has requested and the GAO has conducted
‘@ major survey of the arca, The GAO report is expected to be relousa _
in January 1977 to the House Appropriations Committee.

R s L A

o
3 0 d t.l‘,

OAD(BE&LS) 25
29 November 1976
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REMOTELY FILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S)

et

1. lIssue: Remotely Piloted Vehxclco (IIPV'P)

-

Z. _f'ﬁc!:rfrom'xd- Dol hre considered that RPV‘s offers significant éapa-
-kilities for high risk missions in the area of battlefield surveillance.
DARPAL's B-ycar initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of
RPV's pertinent to theiy individual needs, with 2 Tri-Service coordinaling
group cud DDRLIE guarding against redundancy and deplication. The

Airmy (Aquila Program) is concentrating on 2 mini-RPV (under 200 lbs)

{or reconnaissance and art'llery correction and designation with the
cbjcctive to provide to TRADOCH an interim RPV system for development of
the ROC** for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pursuing a
.mini-RPV (under 300 lbs) to provide an over~the-horizon targeting
2ability for Harpoon cauippsd sbhips. Since many of these ships axe
..:].l and non-aviation yated, the RPV size is constrained to under 300
Iba for logisiics reasons. The Alr Yorce has a loug operational history
with midi (300 {0 3000.1bs) RPV's such as the BGM-34C {for photo~re-
cornaissance end clectronic warfare jamming and deception. A large
porxtion of their program is to increase the utility of these systems with
engincering improvements. The Alr Force expzudable drone program,
invelving 2 midi-sized decoy and a mini-sized harassment weapon, was

cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to
full scale enginecring development. (believed to be premature by Congrescl.
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 lbs) is the Air Force Compass Cope Jong-
endurance, high-altitude. surveillance platform intended to carry all
weather systems such as Sidelooking Adrborne Radar (SLARY to provide
" tactical baftiefield surveitlance. Congr en s mth-.v.d 53 of the $60M

FY 77 appropriation for Compuss Cope uitil the Alr Force conwmniticd

te a specific payicad, Iu gencral, Congress hes paid particslss atiention
“fo the RPV programs, :

| ST

» 7 .y n |
3. DoD Fosition:’

o

~%Training ané Doctrine Command “ | OAD(E&PS)
**Required Operzational Capability S 1 Dec 76:
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{lie RPV ceontrol systern will bagin in

4, Current Stafus: Twenty Aguila &
stztions will be delivered to TRADO

~

irfrarnes and two ground control
C in the Sprirg of '77 for a six

month evaluation leading to a ROC for the engineering development. A
o reteased this month and contractor

Navy REQ¥ for its mini-RTPV will &
salection will be made in the Spring

% Joint Tactical Integrated Mty Syolom

#¥Request for Quotaiion
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Budget _Related Issue

ELECTRON DEVICES

Izsue: The funding for development of electronic devices has de-
crezsed cver the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as 2
percentage of investment in electronic system;.. Since these devices
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of
fufure systems, PDN;guidancc was established two years ago in-
creasing the electron device budget. ' o

History: The current PDM"directs an increase in electron device
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base, In addition, the
.Lervices were directed to establish device Advanced Development
Programs. The Air Foxce, Navy progyams are in accord with the
fraidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the MHouse
Axined Services Cormmittee (HASC) refused to approve their pro-
posed Advanced Development Program start in FY 77. A Navy
Advanced Developient Preogram with a similiar scending title was

also cancelled by the HASC but the rezl device program survived,

Kl {}
Impact:
'-‘.“-ﬁ_ lft' ‘E
v
M e L e e e - - S e e e =

*Program Decision Memorandum

o ) e OAD(E&PS)
- 30 Nov 76

T
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REMQOTILY PILC TED VEHICLES S T
(B Vs) . ' '
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H . i
: ! - Problen
bhave been encountersd in schedule slippages and cost overruns
RPV's have drav.d consmvr.;ble Conn ressional attention, 7
- - e A R

'I-hs'fc;r}" The Ln Force has & louc opc rational hi tory with midi-
sized (300 to 30C0 1L) RP\*}:.- wr photo-reconnaissance and electronie .
warfarc, They have uot needed to develo ];f sumiall raders and infrarcd
imagers for the 207 to 200 1t cless of miui-RPV's the Army and Mavy

Jntend to use, >
} L )
| 60}
l! ’

i
Pos:tmn-
1

P ke i B e - l rI‘}’\C -"-).i-r

Force under PE (273 9F is {cn*nm}.a'nng the cencept of an RPV mitssion

control system t;_;:::."g is intended to be JTIDA compatidle, '

C}(ff)

+ S —— TR e e e e e e an L

'

*Requ'e st for Quotation
*Joint Tactical Integrated Data System

C. e L OAD(E&PS)
L e 1 Dec 76
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' ‘Budget -Related Issue

a %

IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM
‘Subject of Issue: Congress has charged the DoD to conduct the
national RDT&E program for the use of ionizing radiaticn ©s.a means
of sterilizing meat products,

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Federal
agencies also terminated like efforts. However, Congress rejecied
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to 2 state where four meat
products (beef, ham, other pork products, chicken} were ready to
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for human use, per ¥FDi

standards. Beef testing was started. Iu 1975 the Secretary of the

Army accelerated the testi program by adding the other 1neais in )
simultancous efforts rather than the sequentinl tests carlier plaoned.
Congress was advised of the acceleration of the program

Dudgetary Impact: !

R&D is an Army respensibility since they serve as the DoD Exccutive
Service for this effort,

. T
;
DoD Position::

Fundiug for 21l Service food technology

I p 1
OAD(E&LS)4Y,-
.- 29 November 19?6
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’ o . - Budget Re.l:étéd_lss'u.e

.
- .

Slwy

MANPOWER, PERCONNET, AND C OMTEMPORARY JSSURS

1. Issuer R&AT raised serious concerns with regard to both the level
of R&D effort allocated to ianpower, Personnel and Contemporary
Issves and

i . . e

2. History: Concern over this technical area by the House

Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the

Human Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the _
_Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected.” " Sa{y)

3. Cvrrent Position: The Services have beon :f'cquﬁs(:ed to briejf
ODD{R&LAT) on their proposed BY 78 Tech Base programs in this arexz.
The objectives are an assessmond of the utitity of the H&D, whether the
level of investment and the expected return Justify an annual jiavestment
of over $20M, whether the planned program is correctly focused, and
wheihner the program (or porticns therens) sheuld woere appropria
be funded from a non-RDT LI account, ‘ '

4, Impact:

I P " OAD(E&LS)
. - 30 Nov 76

-
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.o _ Budget Related Issue
FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINAEY CEEMICAL WARTART
: MUNITIONS o

agsembly, and pachkaging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillery
projectiles to be constructed af Pine Rluff Axveenzl, Avkanoas.

1. Issuve: The Department of the Army has proposed a loading,

2. Background: This facility was included in the FY 1975 procurcment
nd Military Construction Authorization (MCA) request in the amount of
$5.5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress buf was deleted
on a floor amendment during the appropriations process. It wzs in-
ciuded again in the FY 1970 budget request for $8. 8M. After extensive
menvings it was deleted pend ing further disenezicns ui the UNGA Conferorne of
ine Committee on Disermament (CCHD). Because of this decision, no
ruguest was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordinice with Congressisn:l
wishes te delay one year to allow farther negotiations. No substantial
progress in disarmament discussions bas becn evident during the one
year delay, _ :

! i
}

5. LoD Fesition: |

4. Curvent Status: The funding for this fa cility has Leenanade the

subject of an ASD(C) PID issue and is being ruised as a {uading issue
at OMB level.; : TG )

OARIE&LS)
29 Nov 76




* Budget Related Issue .

SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON-FLIGHT

1. Issue: The entire- spectrum of trainingand simulation technolegy
has been marked by DD(R&AT) as an area for concentrztcd growih,
Programmed increases for this ar ea of technology have begun,

2. History: OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the use of

flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level
interest item due to high leverage in terms of cost reduciion/performance

f’ectxveneqs.

3. Current Position:

i Tl;e FY.I‘}'?S burlﬁet rcqucct in c} des

(Y &

OAD(E&LS)
30 Nov 76
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ARMY RDT&E DRAWDOWN

Issue : The Army bas agreed to a manpovver drawdown to reduce
its in-lLouse Technology Base work zad to increase its program with
universities and industry. .

History: The L.?:L\orato:'."; Ctilization Study which was cornpleted in
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas
including materials and electronics was toc large, An agreernent
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&XE in-house strength by
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis and com-
-pleting the drawdown by FY78, These reductions by fiscal year are
as follows: FY 75 -905, F'Y76 -829, FY77 733, and FY78 -433,

The Army hag taet its corumitments as of BY7

6, heowever,

My

~

o
-

| j
i l

- - - - - - T4 N '
We have encouraged the Arvuy to tale these reductions through hiring
frecizes, attrition, and trapefer of

e manpower to work and fundiag
in other areas.

I e - L . - \
Position: | P oga(l)
ODD(R&AT) is insisting thot the mannower dravedown be completed as

g i |3
scheduled. .
)
AT .
. . ”.. — =
- - . * Y ren -
T o .. - ODD(R&AT) L
- 30 Nov 76 -
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NAVY BLOCK FUNDING . .

Iscvs: YWe are enceuraging the Navy to provide mcest of their Technology
z Yy g1

I‘»am: funds divectly to their laboraiorics in la erge ""blocks" without dis-

- ..

nbuticn through the Sysiems Cominands,

N -

- Hizicwr The Navy lcc’-l’-'obf“} Base furding Lo the Chief of INaval

ARy

hMaterial ...c:.boratorm., is distributed to the lab boratories in two ways
Some of the funds are given directly to the laboratory by the Chie{ of
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon., A
mzjor portion of the laboratories' Technology Base funds, however,

are provided through the Systems Commands fox work which is primarily

csuprortive of the particular Systems Comrmund.

We hive oneo urage? the Navy to Bblock fund most of tho Technolog a2y Base
funds directly to the laboratories ouce the labovatories technieal program
Ias beer agreed upon by ‘he laboratory, the Systeras Command, and the
Chief of Naval Matcrinl, '

Position: l’hc; Mexwy has proposgcd to "hlok programm' funding to ihe
1;?.9(:?::1-.'\1’1‘04. '

r-

Lo ODD(R&AT) :
- ' 1 Dec 76 ‘
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Hizterv: The lessons learned in the Yom Kippur lsraeli war indicated the

necd for a major thrust in ECCM, There are several aspzcts o a good

ECCM posture.:

Positions: DoD Directive C-4600, 3, Elcctronic Courter Covrnfor Mezsurer
Pol:c defines the tacks and responsible agencics with regard toe threat
b g

_definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The imple-

mentation of this policy is still being formulated. To create an I?C,CJI-.’I.
ewareness in the service laboratories, DDR&E has sponsored symnosia
on BCCM topics and has induced the Air Force to create Progranm Blomaent

. 63750F-CCM Advanced Development. The A rmy and Navy tcchuolapy

base program element managers have been made aware of tha need Jor
responsive attention to this .,ubJect

o o S OAD(E&PS)
TS " 1 Dec 76




. nology.

v

T ToTotm o AIRCRAPT PROPULSION -

I._ - S e - - o e e

bresent time {there is no coentinuing

riogram of advancegd development for small aircraft engines
techneology. Increasing interest in drones, aerial targets,
and RPVs indicates a need for active Support of this tech-

NMiscussion: At the

The Joint USAF/Navy Technology Denmonztrator Bogine (rrmm)
- 454,

rogram meshes fthe Nevy efforts in lerge aircra#®l engine
technology work with the lerger reolateq bregrams of +he
Air Foree, to the benefit cf botl ' :

both.

Yositions:

|
2

*

o FE ' . 30 Nov 76
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¢ . LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LPG's)

Jesne: The House AHrmed Services Committee (H28C) hasg
Geleted all Navy funding in rv 79 and beyond for 1Lpg:
directed that the Defense Advanced Research Projects

(DARPA) should sSupnort

Piscussion:

b

Verk in the technelogy
cinece the Mig-1050 5

any future efforts.

of LPG's has been -suppori o

Do
s _ However, for a
decade pricr o about 1970, +the level of effort Was extramel:

S ong

Ageney

lovi.  In about 1970 the Kawy, Jolintly with DARPA, decided o
to develop ILpg'g based on a4 bull-

loadegd Propellant charge design concept. The Eis5C in ecting
upon the Fy 77 budget observed that LpG's hag been supported

5upPport a major efiort

for over 20 years with
therefore deleted the |

O
N
e

Ji_;.t1pn;

little apparens useful outcome and
Lo

vavy RDT&E funding.

“Y



PR

e o m

CORNpOSive

Riserssion:  Current nd plannaed

encomnpasses work
reinforced by grap
ticns of organic (
ajirecraft component
and majer structur
ALr Foree aslone ha
vinece 1953 . Army

“here is now vicdes

Cindusiry for vork:

e PO - - . R " (s .
decopied Zor sleio~0ofethe..:

Carbon matrix and metal matr
more specialized bot very de
miseile Gesign,

Shonld taciuye

= o, [ S £ -
R&ED v these materials

ith organic, carbon, or metal natrices
hite, carbor, or boron fibers. Demonstra-
epoxsy) matrix CoOmpogites in full scale

5 have bee:

1 underway for several YEars
rafi The

€8 &re componenits of Llying aircrai,

5 Ccpent mo:r:

and lavy =3

e
Dread supporit ang nenvy )
L 1l and they re’ Anoreasing

on ihneas

— . L AY
AL Poroa,
‘\ T _
\ - ———— - —————y ——

Lhnr 51500 on this wechiology
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L e GAD/ET
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'I‘RANSPOR‘TATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC MATLERIALS

o, La 8

c.gents, misgsile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, zud
. slmiiaer items has become a public concern!

ehicet of Issue: Transportation and disposal of chemical warfave

{ gl = . 2
i The Environraental

o

Trapact Staternent process must be fully followed
decigion making process, |

and becume a part of the

O

h 2. DaDl Pegitien: The NERPA ond all applicable Jaws will be flly followed,
N e e - - -
] o -

’ 4, Current Statuc: Planning ic preceeding in cecordoncs with applicalle
lavre 1o continue movements necessary in the inlerests of wationzl soovrify
or to improve operiations. . -

“ i . — N .
=3 B L EAEC R ~ . v -
R N * v
e o

e ' S . 29 November 1976




t
Ve 1ﬁabl ban en CV.

2. ac:k mG: Arti:;? e L7 of £1:

1.0 Sukject of
willingness to ne

Siolegical ‘Nc;,.*»c s Convention rnvres
5) Linds 213 sizaatosi

u

Tif‘-é‘.O-.-i»A"-r-': O an agrw:;:':'n, it banning chemical weapons,

s to continun
The 1T, 5,

bas negetiated in this ares, particulus Tly through the UNGA C,orlxc-:.rcnce
. .

of the Camnmittec on Disarmament (CCD) for-at lezst ten years., It
has been the subject of 2 number of other Confercnces,
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almost identical
to the BWC which contains no verification procadures

- siac’-e to date in all apgroements is

LAY
1

-y
-
I
. L.
. -
R . -
e . -
T
- )
N .
- -
. o e e .
e . . Ry
. A - o
.l .
s L -

T TIIR A YIRS S ey v 4 e b e < e S e s e
P T

PERE L R SR

{he defin
s to be banned and neaching agreome
AED ec:tmn and vnrﬁlcamm procedures ¢

The major

Jiien of ’mc: clhizrnical

¢ nractical and eff f‘(.“l‘ L

047-.@1- cafe auay aS.

EEP A ST

OAD(E&LS)

..+ 29 November 1976
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o NANSEN DRIFT

1. Issue: Should the United States fr;,e.f,b a decOnmusgloncd icehreankes

into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prevailing cocea:

currents will carry it across thc, Pole to exit near Grecenland in about
¢ years? FProject name: NANSEN DRIFT.

% Background: The Navy has been a glrong proponent for the WANSTW
Dnll"T project, pointing out the op orivnity to conduct new resoarch in
‘ J b

© the Soviet Arctic and to suppoxt pohucel objectives of the United States.

They e=t11nate the prOJcct will.cost $15 million over a three year period.

{,,_.-___-ﬂ- ——— Sl S
i

2

L

]

"SI has been somewhat reluctant to undestale the project, prababl

1‘-r .o
il y LSRN
a ploy to force heavier funding suppori

Sfrom DoD and other agoncie
The project is supported stronfly by the Nationxl Rescarch Counc

: J')f’p?.ri.m(,nt of State, and in principle by DoD,
» {he project.

r.-.-—.-—.--—,-u- — - . f e e e . -
l.

| S

3. Do Position: None., DoD reeds to establich ii'u position
DPRIFT. Part of this decision is the level of '3
_to the project. '

N
S
i1

ii, Lh
Thie Nerwepgians suppo

03 I\I'}J_\IJ.'_U.\

o, . b .
(Gl Ah) "—l’( 3 4._ AR JJ‘ J.: [ \l'\"‘(’)“‘

' S S Tl s ‘ OAD(E&LS)
e oo C . . 26 November 1976
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1.. Issuer What .,l‘iDLLu bie Lrle fuf'ure status of NARL?

NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (NARL)

2. DBackground: The Naval Arectic Rcsearcn ,_,a.aor-wtory {I‘MPL), Ft,
Barrow fslc.sl-\n,‘_'r the only continucusly cperated U. S, research
oratory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics SUpPCr™

end coordinaticn of mission reseaxch for the Navy and other governrmoent
ppencizs, ILis operated by a civilien contractor and is managed by the
Oilice of Neval Fesearch (ONR). NARL is a complete sel Li-sustaining |
base facility on over 5,000 acres of land consisting of over 170 buildings,
an alrstrip, and modern laboratory facilities. The laboratory maintains
a flcet of 6 fixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and
water craft, In addition, MARL operafes some 14 remote camps zlon;

the Aluska coast suppourting rescarch projects,
, g

-4

CThe operating budget of WARL is approxiraately $7. 0M per year, aid
for from RDTET funds, Other goveriment agencies do“Lg 0D at

imbursements but & rese reimburserncnts do not cover
and logistics costs. The Navy estimates that only 15% -
b is in divecl support of DoD spensored reccarch and

NARL provide re
their eperatin
of WARL activ

154
i

developinent.

-

Ticre is a continuing pecd for AR as =
on he Arctic Ocean, |

VY or J\D_’f onzl base camp

Pty

T e i eem—— e L A - . .

3. DDR&r® Puui Lon: O 18 Qeteober the Mavy wau asked to reviev: fre
minagernent and financing of NARL, snd to nwdjuasl RDTERE +'unding ot

NARL to a level ccm.sl.,tc =t with the DT &I work: performed et NARI.
by 1981 I . ‘ : .

s . : v -' - ‘. B}
N U  OAD(E&LS)
T "~ o7 26 November 1976
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ADVLTED FEGINDLOGY GUN
Problem:  An advanced terimoieny acricl cannon is needed to enhance
the capebilities of our tactical aireraft.

S ago,

Jor Service use.
Both the Navy and USAF have cipended a considerable amount of work

t

trylnn to overcoms the shoricomings of these two muns,

[ ey e e e

oD Position:

REATE s vy ey A J",‘ R
cooeontanue cavelopnent of advanced malti-
PuUrpose acrial cman s,
.
Current Status: 1Y1678 Tumdiing for i 1Qv-7 jnunn Contimnies
at a very mﬁdﬁ"; pIe, oo
- \‘D"\'?'
— ,

e e e e e -




TWO-PLACE A-1

1. Problem: Why do we need a two-place A-107

Z. Bachkground:
=

e ———
i

3, Doy _1"_c_>si1ior_1h:
r .

4, Status:

-~
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»

- COMPASS COPE

Problem: Should the COMPASS COPI program be confinued.

Dackeround: COMIPPASGSS COPE was conceived by the Alr Foree,
£

as a Jong-endurance, bigh flying,

mission vehicle.

=

Do Position:

Corrent Status; The PBDs refleet the Dol position.

remctely piloted multi-




 FLIR/LOPAIR e

iral agent warning and deteetion

.
LR ]
gyste IR} en Army developinent and
l?orwa?.'d Looling Infro ! Liklz I zvy developmment,

T2, Backpground: o e .

Ceieclives: To provide an advanced c‘v-n, zal ngent fotoe-
tion aud vrarnin g systens for combat uce. ’

o The Army has evaluzted long path infrared detection methods fox
some years n aciive concept pursued frorm 1954 to 1965 was terminated
in favor of a passive concept. Criticel technical problems in discrimmi-
nation of agents fromm smoke, dust, zad other inteferences have exdisted

in the past. Howaever! the presest passive LOPAIR which eutered Advancerd
Lievel :prn('m: in Jarucyy 1974 is believed {9 have resolved these techuical
probhlems, N T T ST

LR for fire ‘onf:ro] phﬁ:’povc:.:

‘..
e
rl.

%
[

¢ The I\?’?.\.r\r wirilo evalaziir
(the primmory minission!, discove
emissions from incoin

_ o Imitizlly the ¥/ 5C%cequested 2 eide-by-side tes fhig was fully
.7+ plenned, but not ]_)(‘1101‘1‘1'1'\1'51. Su’.ns'cquenfl'- the HASC regue sted that
LOPAIR be terminated in favor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramining
for a .,m(,—by-szth- test, The Arrny did not {ollow Acormﬂ cte guidance on
the funding for the side-by-side tesh  The JIASC then initinted a GAC
111\’081'.'.32.{101:- of :111 expoenditures. L TR

" 3. DoD" msitions

o}’

L
°i

=

4. Current Status: ‘The DoD izitizl ra'qucs_f to the HASC io conlinue botil
dc*depmomc was ronls ed

-

———

. *House Armecd Servizce Committee - L - o OAD(E&LS)
. L T ST 29 November 1976

g e g . -




v ‘ ' V
r. - . ) RELCTIONS/ISSUES

Quteide ARPA R cactions.” The ARPA program has been well received by OSD,
orl, and the Congress, Prescutation ef "thrusts" has been ecasily understood
and the poreatial significurce of the breakthroughs readily appreciated.
Vhereas prics to FY 1976, the total ARPA budgeL remained essentinlly static
at avouna $200M, this year's budget will be _} A great deal

of enthusiasm has been generoted for the program in the Sﬁl\iCCo, Joint
Chicfe of Suaff, the DDRAE, and the Seerctary of Deflense,

hanzne e in DoD and its termination
Lo ¢ . Goerpanizatisn presents & sot of
managenant Lgsues which must e G owith suycces sfnjly to wzintanin the
orpanization's vig ; low; ’
. O Staffing and Personnzl ies —~ There must be continuing manage-
ment sensitivity to Lhe need for professional staff turnover., This

is essential o the Ciffdicult precess of crealing now pPrograms,
Yceping Proprem Manzgeors who e:c cuervent dn vapidly changing tech-
ﬂulLLleu, and medintaining apgrescive and vital progrvame.

.

e eyt e g v e e

© Propyam Tiensfer -- Cotracrdinnyy and agerernsive cfforre are required
to devclop pesitive wechaniems to trazusition resulrs of ALFA rescarch
to the Military Service:., Thore are no autonstic or built-in

processes or policics which sure that this hepoons——the initiative

is with ARTA. Tt is esszent 1al that elose aud continuing contact be

maintainnd with Service Chicfs of Staff, Assistant Secretarvies for
and Cormanding Officors of Motevial ﬁcvlj«ﬁt WA

iom Commands (AFSC, RAVH!
DnPLO”1 1\ ﬂ Liberatcly nehadunled ard 1cnn*“r t’wLLl ge and meetings.

.t | “ N
v
o
| |

pr

[PPSR

© jhe ARPA Ymase —— Care and selactivity must be cxercised to avoid:
Involvemneont in resvanch prograwms prowoted by Sevvice RED organizaticns
solely to sccure ARPA funding support. ARPA should recegrnize and
remzin insensitive to Service RED znd ODDRLE Staff memboers who per-
ceive of ARPA as zn "interferor' with institvtional biases- & objectives.
They would prefer to se2 ARPA outside of the mainstream issues. The
vitality of the organization is largzly dervived from its mission of
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the innovator, the cutspoken
critic. ' '

RTINS Y
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o Visihildey of Demonstration Pfqgrdms ~~ for the first time, ARPA

has cctablished 1n FY 1976 a program elemcnt making visible najor

new technelogy demonstration efiortes and the relatively large
resources they may require. Prelimivary Congressionzl zud OSD

127 reaction has been positive, but critics may still raise the
question, '"Why ARPA?". These technology demonstration programs wilil
materially aid the transfer of teclinologies to the Services who

must vltimately develop the material or techniques for Service
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) denonstrs--
tions bave the effect of more clearly suggesting the potential of
nev teeknolegy and help to accelerate the otherwise leiry, dravo-pos
material development eycles of Servize propramsz.. The altvernative of
timply reporting research findings and speculating on their potential
rore ¢ften than not means pPromising results go unnoticed and are
never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Services
or are subjected to long and frequent sub-critical exploitation attempts.

Technolopy Assessments —— The Technolegy Assessments Office was qin-

established at the end of FY 1976. Those ciforts undervzy vhich wers
velatable to the other technicsl offices vere transferrcd to those
cificee, In the future, technology assessments will be wndertaker
25 part of the techanical office function to exanine and compare the
U.8. and foreign technology base anéd create new initiatives for the
USifice., Thcse techriolegy assessment efforts which are of brozd ARPAL
or PoD scope will continue under direct managenernt of the Director,

ARYA,

-
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74T I DIRECTOR, DEFENSE SESEARCH AND ENGINEERING

LS. e e Tt e

‘The ettached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by DDR&E
for the Yransition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford
to the Carter Administration. Although they do mot fully conform to
the definition of “issue papers” as defined by U.S. News and World
“Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to be broadly
within the intent of that definition. : ’

Seventeen papers recommended for release in their entlrety are 1isted
in Enclosure 1. Some parts of some of these papers qualify for wvith-
holding under exemption 5.a.(1), in that they contain advice, opinions,
and suggestions. However, it is determined that withholding would not
serve a significant and legitimate governmental purpose.

Partial denial is made on the 16 papers listed in Enclosure 2 under
exemption 1 in that they.contain clagsified security informatiom.

" the material has been reviewed and it has been determined that the
.denied information is properly classified under E.O. 11652 and its
disclosure could reasonably be expected to cause damage toO the
national security.

Partial denial is being made on the 22 papers listed in Enclosure 3
under exemption 5. The particular parts of each paper have been indi-
cated by brackets and categorized as falling either under exemption
5.a.(1); i.e., papers containing advice, opinions, and suggestions, or
as falling under 5.a.(2); i.e., information generated preliminary to
decision, the release of which might interfere with orderly execution
of plans. )

With respect to the denied portions of the 22 papers 1igted in Enclo-
sure 3, the "significant and legitimate governmental purpose” is the
protection of the ability of the government to receive candid advice,
opinions, and recommendations from its employees without having the
rendering of such inhibited and blased through the possibility of pub-
1ic controversy on them prior to their considerationm. Similarly,
orderly government would suffer if proposed governmental positions

were prematurely expoeed to those who might benefit or seek to influence
them as the result of such premature disclosure.

The Initial Denial Authority in this instance is Mr. S. E. Clements,
Executive Assistant, Office of the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.

-__r:sﬂz.



Note:

Enclosure 1

PAPERS TO BE RELEASED
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.7 7 /. and lesser productive areas.

DEFENSE R&D LABORATORIES

-

1. Subject of Interest: ODDR&E is directing various changes which
will increase innovation in the Defense Research and Exploratory Develop-
ment and some advanced technology demonstration programs.,

2. Background: The DoD Technology Base comprises approximately
74 in-house Research and Development facilities and 56, 000 civilian
workers, including about 24, 000 professionals. These laboratories _
monitor the expenditure of some $3B per year, about one-half of which
is spent internally. Several major changes are underway which are

J ~ directed toward increasing the innovation and productivity in the

laboratories.

©  The laboratories' roles in Technology Base planning and

- supervision'is being increased.  To initiate this, block

* funding of the laboratories has been increased and lead

. laboratory concepts for technology areas have been

- implemented. : . L
© . We are increasing the use of investment strategies as a
' . technique for apportioning the resources across the various
. technology areas in the Technology Base. - :

.0 The laboratories are being assigned prime technology
- area responsibilities. The size of the laboratories is .
being reduced by manpower drawdowns in redundant _

o ' The percentage of the Technology Base work which is
- .. performed by universities and industry is being increased
| to take advantage of their unique contributions to the .
v 7. program. J e R

@ - -The roles of the laboratories in support of systems acquisi-
. - tion is being increased. To expedite this a change to DoD
5000. 2 was implemented which requires a Technology
-AsSessment Annex to Decision Concept Papers for systems
which are meeting Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council Milestones I and II. T ‘

ODD(R&AT)
1 Dec 76
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3. DoD Position: As in-house laboratories play a key role in military
R&D, the actions enumerated above have been accepted and are being
implemented.

4. . Current Status: Funding allocation increases in the Technology
Base are being applied selectively across the technology areas based
on a careful evaluation of various investment strategies. The Air
Force and Army have implemented the block funding technique; the
Navy is moving in that direction. Ceilings bave been placed on the
amount of Technology Base program which will be performed in-
house with the ultimate goal of achieving a maximum of 30% in-house.
The manpower drawdown in the Air Force has been completed and is
approximately on schedule for the Army and Navy. The drawdown
amounts to approximately 6, 900 authorizations to be completed by the |
end of FY 78. o ' : I :
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e S '"- FEDER_AL CONTRACT RESEARCH CENTERS

e - {FGRCs)

1. Issue: Will the revised policies and procedures for managi‘ng DoD-
Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRCs) be acceptable to Congress‘?

2. Background Federal Contra.ct Research Centers (FCRCs) are DoD
sponsored non-profit corporations dating from WWII. The number of
FCRCs has been reduced from 21 to 8 since 1964, Each FCRC is dis-
tinctive and generally performs different fu.nctlons. Other government
agencies have similar orgamza.tl.ons. B

RERR - System Engineering/ -  Studies & _
Laboratones ' ' Tech Direction (SE/TD) - Analyses (S&A)
. - (FY76) - (FY76) T (FY76)
- MIT Lincoln - $5IM  MITRE Corp  $45M RAND $17T™M
Johns Hopkins . $53M  Aerospace Corp $82M . CNA . $10M
‘Penn State .~ . $8M SR . . ANSER $2M
$112M L $1zm T saM

% LaboratorLFCRCs perform d:fﬁcult techmcal prOJects embracmg both

- research and new prototype systems concepts.. .(SE/TD) FCRCs provide
-technical support in defining, developing, producing and fielding space,
commurnications and command and control (C3) systems. (S&A) FCRCs
provide sound and unbiased professional analyses and recommendations
for force planners, logistics ma.na.gers, R&D managers, h1gh officials
on DoD stai’fs, ete, . : : .

A hlgh degree of control is. ma.mtalned over FCRCs. -The Senate Armed
. .- Services Committee provides an overall fiscal ceﬂ1ng. Four major prob-
'-'A_lems exist vn.th usmg FCRC-&- : .
0 Several yea.rs ago, Cong"ess e?pressed concern regardmg salaries,
.""'nu:nber, size of operation, etc. These concerns resulted in the _
imposition of a Congressional fiscal cezl:ng. However, this ceiling
) ‘.'has not kept pace mth mﬂatmn. o

o " Concrressmna.l concern has been expressed more recently regarding
how we use FCRCs, i.e., as ”ex..ensmn of heauquarters staffs, "
espec:.ally the S&A FCR.Cs '

SR Sl TR L TR ODDIREAT)
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ol A,
- Committees. Informal approval received., DoD will be implementing above
‘actions in the FY'78 budget process. Congressional Committees reactions

. .in their reports on the budget will provide basis for future managemant of
o FCRCs. . - :

(FY 1978, T o U S A P

P —

© .UNCLASSIFIED . '~ .. "'~ . 2
Part oflthe for-profit industry sector is o-p-posed to both the non- proﬁt
and sponsored aspects of FCRCs, especially as perta:ns to the success
of some FCRCs in dwers:.t'n.cat;on. '

. T'he fiscal cgﬂlng has espec:.ally been a Inndrance in accomplxshlng

space and C SE/TD work.

DoD Position: An extensive review was conducted of FCRCs in 1976
response to Congressional desires. Principal actions are as follows:

Analyhcal Services (ANSER) will no longer be an FCRC _'l-:. s
The Apphed Physics Laboratory (J’ohns Hopklns) and A_p};hed R.esearch '
Laboratory (Penn State) w1].1 not be cons1dered FCRCs becmnlng in

- . - LI AL i ""-.“
A T T P T S -

MIT Lincoln Laboratory, Center for Naral-‘AhaIyses (_C’ZNA). Project L
Air Force (formerly. Project Randland the Institute for Defense Analyses -

. (IDA) will not be allowed to exceed their present manpower levels., The

non-Project Air Force aspects of RAND Corporatzon will not be consid-

A.ereda.nFCRC o - “'h ._'--,;-;:". sl
. R - . PR L T st ... 4.

MITRE Bedford w111 be separated frorn MITRE Vfashlncton. All DoD

C”~ work will be done at Mitre-Bedford. MITRE-Washington will not

..* be considered a DoD FCRC. Mitre-Bedford will not do non-DoD work °
. unless of direct benefit to DoD. Level of DoD effort at M1tre Beoford
o _w:ll be governed by DoD C3 workload B R A

Aerospace Corp w111 be restricted to DoD space program endeavors

;" except on programs of direct benefit to DoD (i. e. joint DoD- NASA).
- Level of DoD effort at Aerosgace will be governed by DoD space ..
Bystem workload. .

Current Status: A report was .provided the four concerned Congressional

UNCLASSIFIED
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bOD_R&D TESTING _USINC. HUMAN VOLUNTEERS

-

- - . T gy

. Subject of Issue: Continuing concern by many groups that humans
~are being used as guinea. p1gs needlessly and under circumstances of .

"unacceptable hazard.

e — ' L L e

' Background: The DoD, as one of many Federal agencies who ‘perforn.x

tests using human test subjects, has been drawn into the overall public
and Congressional dialogue on the subject. In 1975, Congressional
committees held hearings that discussed tests, primarily related to

‘chemical agent and hallucenogenic drug testing, that were conducted in -

the 1950, 60s and early 1970s. This discussion resulted in a report

- that highlighted abuse and an inadequate follow-up of the test subjects.

.. These practices had been stopped and the control of such experimentation
- had already been markedly improved in the 1970s by DoD because of its

© own concern and the national revision of standards for use of hu.man

' . wolunteer subjects, although this point was carefully avo1ded or 1gnored

mthehea.rmgs. e e T

DoD Po sition: DoD must eonduct tests that use human test volunteers

““:in several of its human related RDT&E program. Each Service has

formal and effective approval procedures to insure that the proposed
tests are needed and worth the investment and risk, properly plinned;
safely and competently conducted, and that proper follow-up is assured.

.77+ . As new guidelines or laws are passed related to this on a national level,
.. they are included in the DoD process of appraoval, review, conduct, and

e ‘critique of our R&D. In all cases, only fu.lly informed and volunteer
.:7’_';,sub3ects will be used..c.. - e _ :

1

RN : A ..- 3 o . -: . :," . L i T ._ - : .»... . g-i'a .
SRS T e e T OAD(E&LS)u _
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JOINT SERVICE DEVELOPMENT/TEST PROGRAMS

Problem: Proliferation of hardware and programs aimed at meeting the
same basic operational requirements.

2, Background: Uﬁnecessary proliferation of systems and subsysteams

intended for similar operational requirements can dilute the effec—
tiveness of R&D resources, deters competitive procurement and
uvltimately consumes excessive operations and SuUpport resources.,
With severe budget constraints in the R&D area, this problem cannot

" be overemphasized. Operational requirements must be carefully

examined and coordinated to eliminate the costly consequences of
duplication, strive for subsystem and system interchangeability,

and achieve interoperability and flexibility of mixed forces.
Commonality of hardware is sought to reduce the costs of training,
maintenance, and support. DDRSE places heavy emphasis on structuring
joint RDT&E programs through memoranda of agreements, lead Service
assignments, and close coordination with other 0SD offices such as
DTACCS and ASD(I&L) in working groups.

Certain technology areas have been identified as prime candidates
for special attention in DDR&E because rapid movement in the state
of the art encourages proliferation. As an example, electronics
technology can be found as a major cost element of almost every
weapon system. Since cne-third of the DoD budget in some way or
other is tied to electronic related expenditures, it is an area that
has been highlighted as worthy of special attention. This is
particularly important in electronic subsystens in view of the fact

“that annual support costs for these military equipments are equal to

the annual procurement costs and are increasing due to the relatively
high labor content. Therefore, Joint Service programs in the elec-
tronics area are highly leveraged and provide a basis for significant

‘cost reductions.

DoD Position: Joint Service programs are an effective approach to

stemming proliferation of programs aimed at meeting similar opera-
tional requivements. Our policies to achieve this objective are
stated in DoD Directives; identified and restructured as necessary
in the planning, programming, ard budgeting cycles; and when neces-
sary, by fiat. A special policy for Single Service Management of
Selected Electronic Equipments has received tri-Service Secretarial
endorsement and is expected to be finalized in March 1977.

Status: We have established cormonality between Services that is

intended to-satisfy sister Service requirements in virtually all

DSARC reviews. Working groups and special committees have been formed
Lo more closely examine the areas where high payoff potential exists.
The Directive on electronic equipment will utilize the requirementd™
Process and other existing means to identify those items which are
candidates.for Single Service management. The assigament of the '"lead"

*7
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@ Service on a case-by-case basis will be made by the appropriate QSD

offices. .

At the present time, there are 78 joint Service R&D programs; and
similarly, there are 14 joint operational test programs. For example,
the NAVSTAR {Global Positioning System) is a tri-Service development
to reduce net DoD navigation costs by a significant percentage while
enhancing the performance of weapons and simplifying their design.

. During the past year, the Air Force has been assigned as Executive
Agent for the development of the new beyond visual range air-to-~air
missile, which is a replacement for Sparrow. The new missile will be
based on previous DARPA research and designed to satisfy a JSOR.
Similarly, the ultimate Sidewinder replacewent will be based on a
continuing evaluation of seekers and development of operational
requirements, '

.
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SYSTEMS ACQUISITION MANAGENENT - .

’

_Issue:  1n order-to maintain national security in times of highly

constrained defense budgsts it is imperativz that we manage the
acquisition of defense systems in a highly efficient manner.

Background: The basic policies for the management of defense systems

acquisition were established in mid-1971 with the publication of DoD _
Directive 5000.1, "Acquisition of Major Defense Systems.' Since that
time the results of several study efforts for improving the defense .
systems acquisition process have been.published, i.e., the Commission
on Government Procurement, the Army Material Acquisition Review '
Committee, the Navy/tarlne Corps Acquisition ReVIew Committee and
most recent]y the Acquisition Advtso*y Group.

,r

DoD Posutlon:' While many of the recommcnded 1mprovements to the

defense, systems acquisition process have already been implemented we
are continuing to evaluate and adopt other promising changes. ° ‘

Current Status:. In many areas we have made major strides in improving

the management of DoD systems acquisition.. Some of these managemznt

‘initiatives are:

" a) Fly-befbre-buy (hardware demonstrafion)‘ ) .

b} Achievement milestones vs calendar miiestones L
c) Competition, especially durlng system validation . ..
d) Design to Cost . S e

e) - Hi-Lo force mix ’ R e S
f) Creation of viable options T L e o
g) HMaintaining strong technical base B
h), lmproved program managwmﬂnt SR ‘"';“ s :.T;.' e

" Other areas of pron:s:ng efforts undﬂrway but st:i! evo!vung are:

a) "“Front-end" planning-mission neceds and af fordab:]nty
b) Life Cyc]e Costing -

Sound manacemant of defense systems acquisition impacts on the defense
posture of the U.S. 1t is probably the singie must important task of
DobD as it impacts dircctly on foirce readiness, the yearly defense budgat
and also the outyear expenditures for operating and maintaining our
weapon systems. Ve will continue to evaluzte all facets of the acguisi-
tion process seeking improvements in national defense and more efficisnt
development, production, oparation and support of our defense.system.
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- _ PROTOTYIPILG

1.  Issue: To improve the basis for management decisions during the .

2,

development and.aéquisition of defense systems and equipment,

Backqround: Prototyping stresses the use of hardware demonstration,
rather than paper studies, as the basis for key program decisions.

‘It has been referred to as the "“fly beforc buy" or "test before buy"!
approach to system acquisition.- In practice, it calls for investment
in-a few demonstration models (prototypes) znd evaluation of tect
results prior to making a major commitment of funds or resources.

It was promulgated as management policy by former Deputy Secretary
of Defense David Packard, has been emphasized as a management tool

- _ by his successor, DepSecbDef Clements, and has become an important

ald to defense decision-making. Congress has debated the merits of
prototyping and endorsed its application in defense programs.

DoD Position: Prototyping is an aid to management that reflecks .3
basic principle of sound decision-making: systematic reéductidon of
risl. "It must always be viewad in the decisiorn-maliing context. It
is not, and must not become, an end or objective in itself. We
emphasize prototyping where it is reeded to support and strengthen
our basis for dccisions, not as ''the thing to do" in order ‘to get

_.programs approved.

: . -
Current Statues: Ve hove gained considerable experience in prototyping
over the past several years; however, there is still some misunder-

stonding of the difference between ite two fundamzntal app]ica;?0n§.

Prototyping is used during the acquisition cycle to reduce-the ricks
associated with epplying advanced technology .to meet definad opera-

-tional requirements. -These are the "full-scale cngineering develop-

ment' prototypes. (Cxamples: Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle;

~Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft; Advanced Attack lelicopter;

Submarine Launched Cruise Hissile.) Where it is impractical to
prototype an entire weapon system, the concept is applied to subsystars
and components. (Examples: AWACS Radar; Airborne TACAH; tizvy lodular

Elcctronic Warfare Suite.)

Prototyping is 2lso used to explore and andvance neow technology prior
to the definition of specific reguirements. These are "teckriology
base" or "exploratory development' prototypes. Their purpose is to
provide viable options for future decisions. Exploratory prototyping
creates technological alternatives, exploits technical opportunities,
stimulates competition .and innovation, retains key industry design
teams, and improves our ability to make performance/cost tradeoFfs.
(Examples: Air Combat Fighter; Advanced Medium STOL: Electronically
Agile Radar.) - : :

R A
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Budget Related Issue

TRAVEL FUNDS

IssU.e' ODD(R&AT) has insufficient travel funds to adequately
perform its assigned tasks for FY77,

History: ODD(R&AT) is allocated travel funds from DDR&E. These
funds are used to pay for transportation and per diem in performing

our program monitoring tasks, to satisfy U.S. responsibilities in
international travel for the Defense Research Group and for The
Technical Cooperation Program, to maintain staff specialists pro-
fessional proficiency through attendance at technical symposia and
meetings and to publicize the technical thrusts and management

changes which we are implementing in the Technology Base program.
The travel funds allocated in FY76 was $42,3K. Our request for FY77,
in view of the total inadequacy of FY76 funds, was $76K. Our allocation
for the first 6 months of FY77 is $14. 7K. We have reduced the $14. 7K
by the amount required to meet international obligations for the first 6
months of FY77 plus a $1K contingency fund, and allocated the remainder
on a prorata basis to the AD Offices and the Front Office Staff, We
anticipate that the funding to be allocated for the second half of FY77
will be approximately $14. 7K. e

Position: DDR&E is aware that the FY77 allocation is inadequate.
Travel, other than that supported by others, is by and large restricted
to program monitoring plus the international commitments.

ODDIR&AT)
30Nov76
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Budget Related Issue

DOD MEDICAL RESEARCH CHARTER
(vis-a-vis other Federal Agencies)

Subject of Issue : Congressional actions on DoD hudget requests
are being denied in cases where 2y other agency is conducting research
in the area.

History: Congressional actions during FY 76 and FY 77 budeet cycle
denied DoD requests for money for research in drug and alcohol abuse, 204
a series of infeciious and dental diseases. The basis for denial has

been that the Department, Healtk, Education, and Welfare (DHEW) is
doing work in these fields and the DoD, therefore, should not require

any effort in the area. This has been cited especially in cases where

the DoD level of eifort is much smaller than the DHEW commitment.

' A GAO review of infectious disease research was completed in FY 76,
overseas laboratory reviews are underway now which could cause

further areas to be so identified in FY 78 and beyond.

. Budgetary Impact:. Previous reductions were not made until Iate in
the fiscal yeaxr. As a result, money had beex committed to new and
‘continuing efforts under the authority of the Continuing Resolution. Thus,
when all funds programmead for the effort were withdrawn, additional
funds were 21s0 lost due to the fact that the earlier commitments to
. contracts had been made and could not be recouped.

DoD Position: DoD does carefully coordinate and draw from the civil
aad other Federal agency research. It conducts research only on the

. unique problems of the Military Services or those aspacts of the

problem that the civil sector cannot or will not address. Thus, rather
than duplicate, the smaller DoD investment represents 2 complimentary -
effort that provides specialized results of interest to DoD. '

-
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EEDUCTION OF OUTYEAR OPERATING AND SUPPORT (ow) COSTS

1. Issve: To reduce the fraction of thz outyear DoD budget allocated
to Systcﬁ Op*ratlnl and support costs, while at the same tiwe maintain-
ing operational readimess.

2. Background: Continued growth in the fraction of th2 DoD budget
allocated to operate and support current systems has impaired force

modernization. Greater emphasis 1s needed on reducing the future 04S
costs of systems now being developed, so as to reverse this trend as

‘new systems enter the inventory:

Batter visibility on the specific 0&S costs of current systems 1is a
necessary step in defining and reducing the 0&S cost of future systems.
_Tae next step is to employ the results of thar improved visibility.

3. DoD Positioa: We are confident that we cen achieve the ability to
jdentify and track the O0&S costs of individual types aof defense systeos
We must also coatrol the future O&S costs of systems now in developmant,
so0 as to achieve a net reduction in the 0&S portion of the DoD budger.

4. ‘Current Status: The DzpSecDef mecorandum on Raduction of Outyear
Op=rating and Support Costs, 28 February 1976, directed the Military
D=partmznts to establish O&S cost targets for each major system mow in
development, and to propose m2thods to assess the net 0&S cost impact
“on future Dapa*tm=nt budgets of all DSARC decisions.

L .

The Services have forwarded ‘their planmned approacbes to the establlsh-
mant of O&S cost goals for all major programs now in the D3ARC process
and proposad methodolegy for annual assessment of the net 0&5 cost
impact of DSARC decisions during the preceeding year. Refinemants
required by ASD(I&L)} review are now in srogress.

e e e v e e gy wm e F e Y
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VISISILITY AND MANAGEMENT OF OPERATIIG £ND SLPPGRT COSTS
Tssus: To develop wathods for determining the operating and support
—Isus: ! i ‘
5 attributable to particular Defense systems.

2: Backgzround: Se?Def and ?Dg&? posture statemant; for FY 1976 men-
tioned the need to lmprove visibility on the opeérating and support
(0s5) costs of current systems, a2s a necessary ¢ ep in reducing the

life ecycle cost (LCC) of future weapon sysrems.

nl]

During SecDaf's testimony, Senator Culver asked for LCC estimates on
the 10 most expensive systems then in development. DDREE responded
with current estigates for 8 of the ‘10 systems,

Thereafter, Senator Culéer_proposed 2n amendment to the Authorization
Bill that required DoD to include LCC estimates for all major systems
in its budget, beginning with the FY 1977 submission. This :amend=zant
was deleted in conference when Dob stated it was unable to provide
such estimates for all major systems. However, DoD did indicate it
might be possible to submit LCC estimates for aireraft systems with

. the FY 1978 budget.

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well,
and are improving that capability, but DoD accounting systems were not
set up to identify all operating and support costs by individual weapon
Systems. We are working to improve visibility on operating and support,
costs. : : ~

4. Current Status: ASD(I&L) has been tasked to define the managemeant
information System needed to account for O&S costs by weapon systen
type. The Services have presenred their proposed management informa-
tion systems for ASD(IS&L) review, Refinements in, response to ASD{I&L)
Teview are now in progress. :

ASD (Comptroller) has been rasked to modify the Dob accoﬁnting systems
45 necessary to accommodate the information system defined by ASD(I&L).

05D and the Services are vorking to improve cost comparability =mong
the Services. : : :

The Air Force demonstrated d prolotypz O&S cost manegeman

t information
system for aircraft during FY 1977.and is now evaluating its effectivens
prior to schaduling its expansion to other types of weapon systems. | The
4rmy and Navy are working on similar projects, and the Kavy has also

7sten for ships




URCLASSIFIED

LITE CYCLE COST (LCC) REDUCTION

1. 1Issue: To dzfiuza and reduce the totul cost of acquiring, cp=rating, main-
taining and suppor:ring defense systems, vhile at the same tim» maintaining
force modernization, readiness and opzrational effectiveness,

2. PRackground: LCC reduction is a major objective of the DoD. “There is
also considerable Congressional interest in this sabject, Presant appropria-
tion accounting makas it relatively easy to idemtify developmzaz, procurement
and wilitary construction costs of specific weapon systems. Howaver, operat-
ing and support (0&3) cost appropriations are related to type of organization
and function, rather than to type of weapon system.

3
2V

3. DoD Position: We can estimate system acquisition costs fairly well, and
w2 are improving that capability. We can and are holding acquisition programs
. to prederermined unit cost thresholds as a necessary but not sufficient part
of LCC reduction.. Additional steps are necessary to define and reduce the 0&S
_cast of current and furzure weapon systems. Those steps are now undarway.

4. .Current Status (more detail in attached backup papars):

Design to Cost — DoD Directive 5000.28, May 1975, directed the Military
Dzpartmeats to design systems to predetermined unit production costs, and to
‘kcade off periformance, schadele and quantity as nacessary to neat cost goals,
Most major systems not yet in production either have established DTC gozls or
have made cost an "equal partaar” with "cost drivers" in early design studies.-
DiC is am issue at DSARC reviews and correcrive action is directed for breach
‘6f DIC thresholds.

_ Visibility.and Marazement of Cpzrating and Support Costs — A DapSecDaf
memorandum dated 16 Octobzr 1975 directed ASD(I&L) to define the managament
information system needed to account for the 035 costs of current systems by
systeam typa.. ASD (Comptroller) was directed to modify DoD accounting systems
2s necassary. The Military Dspartments have presented their proposals for

.such an information system and refinements are in Progzress.

Reduction of Qutvear Op=rating and Support Costs ~ A DepSecDef wa2morandim
cated 28 February 1975 directed the Hilitary Departments to establish 04§
cost goals for each major system developmaat propram and to Proposz mathods
or an annual assessma=nr of the net impact of all DSARC decisions oo ths 0&S
wetion of their outyaar budgats. The overall objective is a net 1al
eduction in. that fraction of the DoD budge:r asllocaced to OLS costs.

]

Lo BL I
ny

Reliability and Maintainability - Reliablility and meintainadilicy {2iy)

ars sSystem paramstets that link systea desiun charscteristics to GZ
2dinzss and operational effectiveness.
3 o -

Wantitative REM requiremenrs asa
ol policy on R&M needs to ba

acified and extended to subsystems and lazs-than-major systems, in orsdar
to facilitate LCC reduccion. DDRAE and ASH{ILL) are preparing a Dol Dirac-
tivz on this subject and supervising the rovizion of appropriate Milic

Ladrs

Srandards.
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DESIGR TO COST

1. 1Issue: To specify and constrain the cost of each new system so DoD
can afford to buy the quantities of systems it needs to meet national
security objectives within current and foreseen budget constraints.

2. Background: Design to Cost (DTC) is a management policy similar to
cost control techniques used in the commercial sector. DTC established
unit cost as a parameter equal in importance with system performance,
program schedule and other factors that can drive program cost, such as
produceability, logistic support concept, data requirements, safety/
survivability, etc. It requires planners to set cost.goals the DoD can
afford to pay, and to trade off system design parameters against those
goals. It further requires that cost be emphasized in trade-off decisions
throughout the acquisition process, and that cost estimates be verified as
within pre-set goals prior to award of the production contract.

3. Dob Position: Design to Cost is necessary to counter the escalating
costs of defense systems. We plan to continue applying it to new
development programs (both systems and subsystems).

4. Current Status: Design to Cost policy was formalized in DoD Directive
5000.28, issued in May 1975. Each Program Manager receives comprehensive
instruction on Design to Cost policy and implementation experience as he
goes through the Defense Systems Management College. Design to Cost
objectives have been Toutinely established on all recent major development
programs. Examples include the A-10, F-16 and Advanced Medium STOL air-
craft, the F-18, Patrol Frigate, Submarine Launched Cruise Missile, UTTAS
helicopter, Advanced Attack Helicopter, and XM~1 tank. Such objectives
are being defined for more recent programs onr a routine basis. While
initial emphasis was on designing to a unit production cost, primarily
because DoD's ability to estimate and measure unit cost is better than

its ability to estimate and measure Life Cycle Cost, DoD is now increas-
ing emphasis on making design tradeoffs to control life cycle cost
drivers. '

: ODDR&E /CAD{ SAM)
UNCLASSIFIED 1 DECEMBER 1976




Problem: With increasing costs of defense systems, criuin

ment and material, there were CORCerns that milit J;}
specifications were the '‘cost drivers'.

Issue‘

occablondily contained unrealistic, obsolete or marginal

f\.’
tMllltary specifications and starndards have

<

requirements which resulted in excessive costs.

DoD Position: DoD is attacking the problem on three

fronts:

a) ASD(IEL) and LDR
Specifications and S
tinuing basis the to
tion program manageme
in pollcy to the Secbz

b) At

‘established RFP (Request for Froposal) Rcview nETa3S

;s co-sponsor the lefense Material
andards Board to review on a con-

al specifications and standardiza-
nt to recommeznd necessary changes

., «.—r [ur +(g]

the ILQHLC* o LepSechef, the Sarvices have

2

to review and ”qcrﬂb“ JiTPs TieT to thieir Form:l
3

release teo bidlers, of any euncessive
uhwarranted cosi-diiviag reculrenoris
specification i

c) ASD[Iﬂ“) ang
Science Foard
specifications

Status:

A. DMSSB:

1}

prepared an ini‘.z-":u,“'.-. D

Tonuiremeni s 2ot

B

L}
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-

Now have five Techn
Electronics, i2tric
Audio Visual). The
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system of meast

by Depfecik

z)

A task group rovised the Dol Standardization
Manuz1 ccvering *n;c*ffcat on Bl cu:ratJO“

DDOREE
30 Nov 7o

18

2



B.

REP Review Boards:

All three Serviczs have esta b;lSh“d these review
boards end are actually scrubbingz new major system
RFPs., On several procuvements, draft RIPs were
submitred to industry prior to formal release to
bidders soliciting ccmments on the identification
of cost-driving elements and suggestions on how to
meet the intent of the need at lower cost.

Defense Science Roard Tasl Force:

Found that while needing continual dttention for
improvement, 5pec1{1cat10ns and standards were
adeguate and not the fundamental problem. The
problem was-really. the over-application (or blan et
application) of these documents, ‘which in mary cases.
resulted in unwarranted costs.- Among the Task Force

recomnendations are: 1) “tailoring"” or selective

apnlz:st101 ¢f the specification reouirements to

each pregram, 2) establish an enviroament to pTOVlde
incentives or coentractors/bidders for proposing
tailored spscifications und fou b:umm;ﬂﬂing co;t

effective waivers o reduce costs, &nd ) cnvr:?inn

of Program HManigers on specification applications

to aveid excessive costs. The Services are. curvantly
initicting action:s (o lmplemsnt those recommamdaticns.
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UNCLASSIFIED

RELTAD VILITY'ABD MATHTATHNABILITY

1. Issve: To reduce thz op
En

ating and suppourt cost of defense systens
maintainlng or increasing z

readiness and opzrational effectivenzns.

2. Dackground: Relisbility acd -Maintaicability (R&M) are measurable pzrfor— -
naacs parameters that link system desiga characteristies to readine

2
effectiveness, operating and support cost. Improved REM simultaneously
increasa2s readiness and pareentage of successful missions, while decreasing

maintenance, supply and maapower requirements. In the past, field reliability

‘has often been only a fraction of that "demonstrated" by the contractor in

REL DEMO done to a MIL STD. Tnis occured because REL DEMO test criteria did
not realistically approximate actual field conditions and definitions of a
Yfailure” were not relevant to actual field eaperlence. 0SD has major
initiatives underuay to improve thls situation.

3. DaD Position: Increased emphasis must be placed on 1mprov1ng the R&Y of

systems during RDT&E, rather than trying to fix systems already iu production.

4. Current Status: Quantitative R&M thresholds are now included in virtually
all DCPs and attainment of these thresholds has bacom2 an issue at DSAUC
rgviews. The Daputy Divector (Test and Evaluation) has placed a high priority

.on RE&M in his reviews of test programs and test results, as reflected in his

reperts ko the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the DaARC Chairman at all
critical milestone d=cisions.

OTNDREE and OASD(ILL) are preparing a DoD Directive on R&M to ensure thase
parac=2ters are addressad as an integral part of the acquisition process for
both major and less—than-major system znd subsystem prograams.

The Military Dapartmants are revising Military Standards pertaining to reli-
ability, especially the reliability of electronics equipment. These revisions
will translate DoD policy to the Defense industries. They include increased
realism of tests conducted in laboratory test chambers. The cost of more
realistic test facilities is to bz paid for by shorter total test tigmz and
greater correlation of laboratory and field reliability values.

Tae Services have recently included in their budgets funds to iwprove readi-—
ness and raeduce operating costs for equipment in the field. ~This is
accomplished primarily throuezh thz upgrading of eguipwment reliability zaad
waintainability ideptified by organlzations spacifically chargad wi 1
responsibility such as the Al

.

z t
ot t
‘ores PIOQUCETVLLY, Paliability, Availobill

-

and Maintalnability (PRAM) Progranm Office.

Government and industrial tachnology base activities are erplorltv thc
feasidility of using h1"n13 rzliable electronic mod JlLs as-baszic bul

blocks for widespread apolicatiova to electronics equipment, High de=z
reliability and tight quaiity control are to bz paid for by savimgs zchisvad
through volume produciion and standardization

Contractual approaches are boing div elopﬁd wirich will incentivi

to Lgn equipmant for high reiiabllity and low repalr costs.

surca 2lly usad includz contrnct awvard feoes and reliabilizy we
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SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE

1. BSubject: The relationships between Soviet science and technology
doctrine an 1d practice and their military technological status.

2. Background: Soviet doctrine was enunciated by Lenin-~"One must
either master the highest technology or be crushed", and has been
continually reaffirmed--"The development of Soviet science has
special significance today when the scientific-technological
revolution has become the most important area in the competition of
the two opposed world systems" (Communist Party Central Committee
Resolution, December 1973). Soviet policy is set by the Politburo,
and is specifically oriented toward establishing credible military
scientific-technical superiority over the U.S. R&D management is
highly centralized; the Politburo's executive agent is the Council

of Ministers, 75 percent of whom have technical backgrounds. The
USSR has deliberately emphasized the greatest possible rate of
advance in military technology at the expense of improvements in

the clvilian sector. Soviet policy is to exploit innovations
achieved in civil R&D for military purposes, but because of the
weakness of Soviet civil R&D, we have not seen any instances in which
it has contributed significantly to their military technology. There
1s no Soviet counterpart to the cross-fertilization process in U.S.
industry and commerce which advances military and civilian technolegy
together in many areas that are militarily important to the U.S.
Within the military sector, past Soviet practice emphasized
continuity of effort and incremental improveménts. Today there are
many indications of willingness to take the risks of applying and
exploiting advanced technology.

‘3. DoD Position: Soviet doctrinal emphasis on science and technology

has led to a commitment of resources for military R&D which must be
regarded as a serious threat to the military balance between the U.S.
and USSR. The U.S. can meet this challenge only through a sustained
and vigorous program of RDT&E to advance and exploit its strong
technologies. Such a program is feasible at affordable cost, because
of the inherent weakness in the Soviet system of separating military
and civil R&D. The rate of advance of Soviet military technology--
overall--will be inhibited as long as their civilian sector is
excluded from supporting such advances, although with special emphasis
they have been able to surpass the U.S. in some fields of technology.
The U.S. can retain the technological initiative and preserve the
military balance if it has the will to do 50.

ODDR&E
2 December 19754




4. Current Status: Soviet military R&D increasingly is producing a
variety of quality military equipments. Also, there are strong
indications, in the form of a number of Soviet military R&D activities
and new systems being deployed (e.g., air cushion vehicles, radar
satellites), that the Soviets have brokem away from their long-
standing policy of technological conservatism. Several of the Soviet
military R&D activities are not well understood, but are a matter of
concern because they appear to be related to key missions of U.S.
forces (e..., new approaches to ballistic missile defense and anti-
submarine warfare). Avoidance of technological surprise requires a
coherent R&D effort to generate new technological options in mission
areas where U.S. vulnerability may be uncertain and where the risk

-of surprise is great.
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defenss systems and equipment.

-r“ound: —'OﬁretlLlﬁn between systen concepts, mresent ard
Fecroset systems, coatractors, subcoqu: cters, and even between

the Military DepqrtMM nts is the paramount motivating factor during
both dsveloprent and production of defencze herdwere. Winning the

development and/or rrouuculon contract is a far greater iacentive
than the profit rate or any "iunceative clause" aftcr compelition.
is reduced to a sole scurce. | :

BoD pgoit;oa' COwD“tltlon is to be uszd wherever ccorcmically

feusible througnout the acquisition eycle, to include competitivea
develonzent, producticrn 'and alternate sourcing. ' .

Currant Bta
compatitive
coaparisen

Tacior in the

enuineiring
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copter, X1 1 lnk, EPG

Cn high voluxs production mwograms, second source conpitilions cre
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Vhen cozmpetition is not economicelly feasible at the weapon sistem

l*vol, subsyster and conponznt competition is oftern implemanncd.
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EXPEDITIOUS JOT&E OF IIR MAVERICK

1. ISSUE: As a result of DSARC II of IIR MAVERICK in September 1976,
operational uncertainties were surfaced which affected the potential
operational utility of the system,

2. BACKGROUND: Even though a comprehensive advanced development test
program had been successfully accomplished by the developing agency,

there remained some doubts about the operational utility of IIR MAVERICK
in particular combat scenarios. To resolve these uncertainties, DepSecDef
directed that a Joint Operational Test and Evaluation be initiared and
conducted in a compressed timeframe. Test planning is in progress with
the USAF as the executive Service. A partial report will be provided in
March 1977 and a final report by August 1, 1977. An independent contractor
has been chosen to assist in test planning, monitor test conduct and pro-
vide an independent analysis at the completion of the joint tests.

3.RECOMMENDED POSITION: DD(T&E) support and provide advice and direction
as appropriate, to the Joint Test Director.

e a4 S e e A bk e = b
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Enclosure 2

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 1 - {(Classified)

Notes: 1. BSome portions of these also qgqualify for Exemption 5 and
" such papers are also listed on Enclosure 3 for those portions.

2. Some of these papers are unintelligible due to deletions
as indicated.

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvemént {also on Enclosure 3)
M-X “

SLBM/TRIDENT II (unintelligible w/deletic;ns)

Briefing Paper‘(aléo on Enclosure 3)

Special Nuclear Materials (unintelligible w/deletions)

Space Defense (unintelligible w/deletions)

High Fnergy Lasers (unintelligible w/deletions)

MATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft. {also on Enclosure 3)
NET Technicél Assessment--U.S. vs. USSR RDT&E

Chair Heritage (also on Enclosure 3)

Cannon Launched Gdided‘Proﬁectile Copperhead (CLGP) (also on Enclosure 3)

Impact-of Procurement Changes on the .F-18 (alsc on Enclosure 3)
(unintelligible w/deletions)

Air to Air Missile inventory {also on Enclosure 3)
Conventional Airfiéld Attack Missile (also on Enclosure- 3)
General Support Rocket System (GSRS) (also on Enclosure 3)

Infrared Imaging Seeker (also on Enclosure 3)

Al 2




. CHEMIGCAL WARFARE READINESS IMPROVEMENT

. (U} Subject of Issue: DoD efforts to lmprove chemical warfare
“’) posture, botk protective and retzaliatory.

o USSR poses.serious threat in CW. - . S
.‘_‘ \ : RS )
o

‘o US has ratlfled Geneva Protocol wzth reservation wnich essentr.a.lly
bans first use of CW.:

3. (O) DoD Position: Supports efforts to rnodernize chemical warfare
caoab,.h“y and to improve protecuve PO;""II"'B to allow continuing opera-
fr:ms in 2 CW environment. - P -

AL Y !b Current Status: . - P

* Defensive Programs: I

. , o FY 1977 budget contalned $37, amM fov— G“fensw’e RDT&E, .FY 1978 '
L budcret conta.lns] J ) . _ o

- o FY 1977 Army buddet conta.lnnd 395 81% for pvocure"n=nt O&M,
" - and war reserve funds; FY 1978 bL.dfret coqtaln%' jall for

e mprovemen.. of defensive and pfo..ec:“lve postur

--'-,° FY 19%7 Air Force bm.do'eL containad $17 2\.1 for nrorechve items;
FY 1978 \.oﬁ_a.nsr 4 o ..

- . - - -

o Training is being improved ir boix Army and &ir Force, about !
parsonnzl will be added to training and disaster grepavadnass teams
by Y 1973, :

O-,D(L.:L-.LS)
39 '\Iqw-ﬂ*"be. 1974
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t"} Retaliatorr Proograms:

o Binary chemical rmunition RDT&E is continuing;!
- programmed by FY 1978. ' '

e

3

o production decision on binary munitions has been made, nor.
. has any modernization program been undertaken pending further

review of national policy in this area.
- progress to beiter develop the DoD position.

Various studies arxe in
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‘M-X

Issuz: What should be-the M-X develooment pace?

i. Sublect \ : . _ o T -
"The M-X is ‘envision2d as a large, highly accurate, MIRVed i
‘missile (approximately 170,000 1bs) capable of being moved from
aimpoint to aimpoint in a manner which will conceal its location
such that all aimpoints, whether they be visible above-ground -
shelters or invisible subterranean trenches, are credible to the
offense.: If attacking weapons are added by the offense, additional
aimpoints can be pr011ferated at relatively low cost. .The M-X
thus achieves a very high prelaunch survivability.. It will also
" retain the rapid response characteristics and positive command ahd
control features 1nherent in a land based ICBM

?.‘ Background | .‘ f '- S " o : _—

"‘Four new-generation Soviet ICBMs and“ ipayload
_variants have been- developed since the Vliadivostok Accord. This
evolving Soviet ICBM force with its improvements in accuracy, '
throwweight, targeting flexibility, and prelaunch survivability 1is
‘a formidable threat to our land based missile force, as well as our
cities. Additionally, vigorous Soviet missile RED effort beyond
the current deployment activities indicates a Soviet trend towards
improvement of their counterfcrce capability and a broadening by
its potential base for rapid quantity and quality improvements.

_ Survivability of U. S. land based ICBMs in the 1980s, as well.as a
partial redress of the growing throwweight imbalance, can be
achieved by making the ICBM transportable and hard to an optimal

. degree. By Drov1d1n0 credible aimpoints which are cheaper than the
weapons required to destroy them, an arms race can be av01ded

-

3. DoD Position-i |, _ ' B

The DoD believes in the TRIAD as an zbsolute necessity for

", strategic deterrence baczuse the diversity of three entirely different
systems will precluJs a potential disaster by one technology break-
througih. ICBMs offer a2 unigque capability not present im the other
two legs of the TRIAD, naqely, Cﬂnab*T;t} 2cToss the entire fnvget
spectrum; a time urgent, hard target kill capability; faciiity 1oy
positive command and control; and an esxcellent inherent cagacliy

imbalances 45 the ICBM is vital o the

For redressing throwweignt
TRIAD, its survivability should therefore bz insured.
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4. Current Status | _
M-X technology has proceeded in the advanced development

e for several years, particularly in the areas oi guidance

stag
" and propulsion. )
I Basing mode studies have been
ccomplished, indicszting that the shelter and . trench concepts
s the most promising. /

A

5. Funding (Millions) \

et e o e
FY 78 -. 79 80 g1 82
I J
W \ -
L= - v . .
1‘3 Originator: DDREE
Date: TR0 Novemoor 197
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P SLBI‘-:’/ RTDEI~=I‘ 11
Jsgue: Why do ve nood TRIDENT Y1 missile for a new SLBH?
- - ‘ . . - -

1.’ Bubject . Lo e .

T In our strétqgic TRIAD
s

) t i )
‘targstable by cppesing trateglc systems. : .
1
- e N

U TﬁIDEN" 11 vepresents ancther
mding the "haystack!. -

3. Dod Position \ o ;':f_f:7fﬂ“'-f:_ll; Ve

: By virtue of the relative invuln erzbility and in
“of thoe TRIDENT submaripe, an orderiy dc"cTUDnent oFf
to Tully UL]il!C thc e Jubnﬂllne raﬂan divy 1‘ Coift
desirable o .

4. Cwerent Status | It P o
' G 3 . oo
i
i
! :
3. EHQE&?F (Milliems) . .. - L
FY 77 & Trior B 79 &0 .81 &7
. e w . —
-Originator: DDRSE :
bDaie: 30 Novombery 1076
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BRIEFING PAPER

L L Purnosa: To dESC*le weapons
' might b

"o, ~ Construcd as having.

v sr w00 capability Ly

-~ Subjccts of concern it arms b.quol‘
‘negotiations because of: Cenitns

i ) S lew Possible verification problems.”
ST . e oslo o "~~.Possible threats to Soviet strategic
"mﬁfgq' &qut;_, S owars maIJno capabllltles.

- :c-f 1. lossich First q rlkc chponﬂ

onceivable Teason for our aLLcan1ug a fJ"c

. The only c
strike would be to disarm the Soviets, i (6., to deliver a
- surprise initial attack of such mm;untuac as to reduce to
- relatively negligible Jevel the Soviet capacity for :
.77 rvetalistion.. Otherwise, we-invite their retaliziion. - They
¥ . " have an assured second strike capability ~- achieved through

a TRIAD similar to our own -- which we cannot ub]ﬁicrite by
any present or proposed capability, or-evua.py cu pdh];ll;uﬁ
which are still in the realm of speculaticn. At least twice
-3n the last thirty years the Soviects did mot have an assured
.. Tetaliatory capability; they were engzaged Tin provokiny- us;
“and yet, it was not in our nature to attempt even llmlued
mil ibnr) acticn 28 ainst tqon.

Jnc ability o exccuie & disarmin
- three efscntlals: . ' '

__5-Accuzatc location of ”1] Soviet strategic-wes
& $ufficient weapons to attack leLLtl cly_all “oviet
T strategic wea pona. K - : L

) - Svrprlce. : f‘ i
S e do not possess either of the first two military capabili-
.- %ties and our open society forecloses the third essontial.
- - . 8til11, there are some who believe that the developimeut of
certzin weapons systems poses a potential first strike capa-
. - bility. In this context, a hard itevget kill (HTK) capability
" o2s most often cited as a Pirst strike capability. An HTYK .-

capability would be necessary but not sufficaent, without
satis{ying the above criteria, for a first strike. UiS. ITK
capabilitics and goals derive from a desire for effectivencess
and efficiency in a retaliatory rolc, and -- for those weapoas
tavgeted against hls strategic nuclcar forces -~ to destroy
his residual or reserve force to preclude coercion or further
.war- mak:np capacity after the onset of hostilities. = '

T _—— T r Sr— — — - . ———



-77-Not only do-we not scek a first strike capability, we _
" seek to Teduce incentives Ior an opponent to strike first in . ..
“a crisis situation. by providing our forces with such char- .~ . .:
" acteristics.that an aggressor would not 519n1f1cant1y change T
_;the outcome. by striking first in a crisis.’ .This .is the

i jessencc of strateglc stablllcy., - :5':r‘ e

y Those sys;ems most frequently cr1t1clzed as hav1ng a ol
;-flrst strlke capablllty are: . - _ . I

' whlch ‘will be deceptlvely based
among 2 large number of hardened aim. points. - It will satlsfy
requirements: for,  {1)-multiple aim point: basing to redress-~:j.-, .
the increasinw*vulnerablllty of silo based" ICBM! s; (2) greater . :.
payload to somewhat offset the. existing Soviet.throw-weight. < 7 .
-advantage in new-ECBM's and SLBM'sy and, (3) the capability . . . ..
to attack effectlvely an expanded and harder set of tarcets.~“ﬁﬁ;*ﬂ

'.nv' -,
L e

- Through M-X. development we seeL the ablllty tol i

;zma1nta1n a credible second strike ‘which is in fact that which -

o égaw deters a Soviet first strike.’ However,. the ultimate founda-

o tion of the credible second’ strike is in numbers of deployed.

s .. .weapons -and not in the weapon- system development._ They are
'separable consxderatlons.& @lﬁ‘_, ﬁhuuigrwﬁ_- Sl B

ui'M X multlpIe ‘aim p01nt b351ng 15 cr1t1c1vcd by‘some on " -V'T‘rﬂf
the grounds that it .is difficult to verify numbers- of missiles. & 7
..We note that while this may be true in-.the general case, .- - .. "7 ..
deployment constraints can be- devised which permit high con--*f3
fidence counting even without: on-site inspectionjy and that .
on-site ' counting is. quite rellable,A1n any event. - Banning
;moblle missiles. is tantamount to-giving up on ICBM's, since
'it is only a imatter-of time before the survivability of U.S.

» Silo-based . ICBM's will be unacceptably . low.: Further, moblle;
ICBM's, because of their high surV1vab111ty, do not 1nV1te a
first strike (there is no premium for striking. flrst) and
hence represent a stablllzlnc 1nf1uence.;_¢ﬁi, . L

Eib. Improved Yleld and Accuracy for MIVUTE Aaniﬂ"

: MINUTEHAV III is belnv lmproved!

~These-are interim ~




- System accuracy. /

s akemn o S R

. . ) . ] : ':‘t

- o - 3
essential equivalence panding the availability of M-X. luzmbers
0 MINUTEMAN III are inadequate, even with improved accuracy
and higher yield, to represent a first strike threat,

C.” MaRV (Maneuvering Reentry Vehicle).

MaRV's are potentially applicable to any ballistic
missiie. They have tuwo applications. One is for evading
defensive missiles, the cther is for improving overall missile

o As with other weapons systems or components, this
development does not threaten any adversary. Further, deployed
quantities can satisfy, potentially only one of the three
essential criteria for a first strike. -

d. Bombers and Cruise Missiles. o

. . . - )_ . - T . - .
. - These Tepresent no conceivable first strike potential
because of the long flight times involved. :

_2.' Subjects-of Concern - Verification

a. M-X: Discussed, above under first strike.

< b Cruise Missiles: Two cruise missiles are currently

"in advanced development: the air launched cruise missile

(ALCM) and the TOMAHAWK sea launched cruilse nissile, The

ALCM, deployed on B-52s,. could significantly enhance bomber
force effectiveness by diluting Soviet air defenses, supple-
menting penetration range, and providing increased overall
targeting flexibility. There are two versions of the TOMAHANL.
The conventionally armed anti-ship TOMAHAWY will provide the
Navy a much needed capability to insure that our ships and
submarines will not be out-ranged by potential adversarvics,

The nucliear armed Land Attack TOMANAWK could he depleoved on
submarines, surface ships,_ zircraft, and mobile land launchers.
for tactic rtac : -

b
P
I

>
al or strategic at:a

Both ALCM and TOMAHAWX are nighly accurate, flexible,
irexpensive weapons. They ara small, aercdynamic vehicles
that {1y at high subsonic snoeds at veTy iow altitude making
them very difficult to deteut and destroy. They usec common
TERCOM terrain matching guidance, system turbine engire, and
nuclecar warhcad. : .




K mont

~raddressed.

- If. crLise nissiles are covered in
there. could be two aspects of compliance verification to be
The first aspect could be verification of the

is € yp ctbd that a decision 1311 be made in thc next fow
hs on whether to enter eng 1n;;r1ng devoiopm nt with
ALCH or IO\IAHMWI\ Gr both. : LT

total number of cruise missiles deployed or in storage and
tne second could involve llmILS on range o; the m15511es.

the potential U.S.

AN

g Thére is no known adequate technical basis for veri-"
- fldh]v .constraining cruise missile range. For example, some

*.' current Soviet missiles, with substantially less range th
) cru1se misgiles, are physically ruch 1arﬂ°r
. than the.U.S, cruise missiles would be. An overriding con-
‘Iideration bearing on the problem of limiting cruise missile

}Q range is the fact that the geographical dlstrlbbLIOﬁ of Soviet

';"ﬁi,_targetq rﬂqnlres a -long range for U.S. cruise missiles -

‘whereas h&¢avy coastal ponulatlo end industrial concentration’

'_betdeeu tacticzl and

4

e

-}..

e

“.in the United States- ‘permits attack by shert tange Soviet
-cruise missiles. There'is no realistic way ‘to deferentlatn.

st*a;eg*c crulse n15511es.

nr

nar-

qu1cct of Concern - 1hreats to Soviet Stfategj
uullﬁq Capabillities : - .

. U S Ofcen51ve SysteNS'_ Dlscussed in 1 above.

"*—;b ABH We have no dep10Y°5 ABM’ capahllzty" he have a

‘program (~ $200M) in
:'f_ _No weapons systen is

following objectives
straicqlc war-making

1

.f”Maéntain a

forces, C

advanced component and systems techﬂolowy
under development. ABM R§D has the-
which. represent no threat to any Soviet
capab Iity: SRRRRS e s .

C“qull‘ty to develop and deploy an A

system should one be required for defense of ICEV
systems, or other high value targets.

‘ . . . o e -

fuLure SAL agreemen;s




‘ e e in the U.S. lead in” ABM technology through
. . vestigation of advauced componcats, technologies,

ip it and systems concepts that could yield 2 technologi-
i .. cal breakthrough. : : ol '
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: Issue: Does U. S. run shsrt of spac1a1 nuciear wmatsvials for
. its weapons? . .

N
(@]
=
A
}_lt
in
ri
1]
'“h

”he ternm special nuclear maLe*1als SN
- /

- LPTICHGA
‘2;- uranlum, plutonlum, and Lrltlbm

2. Backgvound | |
-
;-7§
-t
H
|
‘.- - r
R
S
Tk

- 0 There a:e“twq“algq;native§_,Hiuhﬁmay be considered:

—— -

T
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|
.0 ERDA has "mothballed” capacity) _ '
3. DoD Position (U) N -
o N/A R
4. Current Status{ = .
i
S'I Funding (U) o ' = o
Cn/a e
. o S - .
. . .Originator:
. . . : Date:
g . ;

/
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- 2. Backgroungd %
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. 3. DoD Position i
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.+ k. Current Status :
O o A

5. Funding {Hillions) -
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1. Subject of interest \ """ e
2. Dac!qrounﬂ k\ T LT E
.o The program is essentially in the ekploratory and ear ]y advanhed
_ developwant stage. . Co ,_ﬁ RN N
o Ve have made a concerted effort to focus on te chno loqv and avo!
’ - d::ec~tng maJor pOFtIOﬂ: of our cfforta toward ‘specific near term app}aca-
"7 tlons. . ) ‘ - )
o T L " ) -
; . . . ) o ) B
<o . ..
- . : - - e ~
* O - - ..' - . . - ———
. ] o ;;:]" . - T ]

.00 A.l three Services and DARPA are lnvolveé and UOREE has a stroager |-

S than us ual coard.natzoq role, ST ; .
o [ | . : -
K ] T e el - e T L T T e T : -
: Kl et -
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FATO ATRDORNE FARLY VARNTNG (LEW) AIRCBAFT

. . . o

. EPROBLIM: TATO has a need for anm airborne early warning airerafr to
rprovlids the key element in establishing control of the air cnviicne
ment whzTever NATO forces ars eagaged. i

R i BRI ~——— 1

Tri-Major NATO Commanders Yequiremaat has baen stated for a force cf
these aircraft. A decision on this matter will kave to ba radae douring ]
the Feb-tay 1977 tims frane. : . ) -

. BACRGROURD . .. - .00

e
=~

Since 1973 the U3 has proposed that NATO accept the USAF E-3A AWACS
(or a derivation thercof) as the candidate aireraft to satisfy the
Yri~Major WATO Commanders ROC for a force of KATO Adrborae Early Varp~- ;
ing aircraft. Several differont NATO cormitrees, study groups, and [_f;'ﬂ
stearing cormittees have been formed to provide recomunendations on

airerait type, configuration, force size, ground interfacs wodifications

—

with NADGE, Strida IT, UKADGE, ond 407L/412L. R
“““““ ) _ _ ‘Other NATO nations such zs Norvay and .
Ketherlands have expressed strong support, but L

— ___,_*_7”_.__'_ e ) R - - . i

Ty

2.

f MATO o= this. fatter was at Deceniser
e

ihe wost recont espression’o T the jece ,
1970 YATO Defense Planning Committes m sting, At that reeting the SATD -
Dz2fense Hinisters reaffirasd the insortance of a HATO AW force and zgraad
te & weeting of high leval experts in early January-1977 to ezsmind Tinan~

" cial aspecis to be followed she

Ttly thereafter by a meeting of Defense .
. © Minicters to decide whether or mot te proceed. : -
IXX. poD POSITION : T

IV, Sratus: Do? rapresentatives ara preparing for participation in _ '
the meeting of the NATO hizh level experts to be held in January 1977.




. NET TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT--U.S. va. USSE RDT&E

1. Subject of Interest: The relative capabilities of
USSR for periorming military RDTEE.

2. Backéround:_hz_w“”

transfer technology from the U.S.g_—

Trese analyses show the USSR’ outspending
m111tary RDT&E for at least the 1@SL six years.

: More substantive comparisons take into account differe

the U.5. and

the U.S. in .

nces in RDT&E

style (e.g., willingness to innovate), market base for technology

- advances, and relevance to system mission capability.
’ P

assessment has been made taking these factors into ace
indicates 2 comprehensive pattern of improvement inm th

A judgzmental
ount, znd
e quality of

Scviet military RDT&E. * Although U.S. technological quality

generally continues to surpass that of the USSR, the ¢
Soviat quantitative advantage and quality meruvewehts
concern to future U.S. naticnal securlty

3. DoD Position: The U.S. leads overall in military

orbinztica of
is of sericus

technology, and

neads to retain the lead to maintain--at reascnable cost--a military

balarnce with the USSR, so as to deter global coaflict
win limited wars. The U.S. has an inharent advantage,

‘advaoces in several militarily important technoloszies

supperted by the military and commercial markets (e.g.
turbines, semi-conductor and integrated-circuit indust
computers). There is no counterpart to this joint mer

“the Soviet Union. Soviet RDTGE effort in the past has

and deter or
in that

are jointly

, alrecraft gos
ries, and

ket support in
generall

empitasized continuity of effort and incrementalism, but in recent

" years ‘they have shown that they can pull ahead of the

U.S. if there

is no U.S. commercial base and DoD does not support tcchnolgﬂy
advances (e.g., chemical warfare). Today, Sovie:r military RDTE
exhibits increasing willingness to invest in high-risk Lecnnologles

with potentially great payeff in military applications
beat the Soviets without commercial support if DoD cho
(e.g., air-to-air avionics and military space systems),

advantages to Soviet intelligence from the U.S. open s

4. Current Status: The U.S. Has shown the Soviets th

. The U.S. can
oszs to do sgo

despite the
ociety.

at superior

techrnology can offset numerical advantages in materiel znd personnel,

Declared Scviet scienceftechnology policy is to surpas

s the U.S.,

but they have signalled key deficiencies by aggressive attempts o

ODDRSE
2 Dececber 1976




thera are geps in our understanding of some Sovier wiiltary ROTIE
/ activitizz, which appear to be related to vital wmission arecs of ’
j U.5. ferces, Three steps need to be taken to nvoid technological
7 surprice: (1) Centinue to monitor and 2ssess Soviet RDTLE
H activities and their potential relationships to the military balance.
. (2) Mainctain a vigorous R&D effort to generate technological options
in areas where our vulnerability is uncertain and risk of surprise
is great. (3) Maintain a persistent and coherent program of RDTLE
) for advancing and exploiting militarily important technology areas
. ‘where U.S. is strong. In addition, the U.S. must develop necw
L » strengths for applicatjon in selected mission areas where Soviet
: efforts are creating aa iwbalance. - ‘ : e
E] -
; .
- L T .
L s " -
.
O' . ' - : - A . .
- ; .

: ’ However, *
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Budget Related Issue

" CHAIR BEERITAGE

; Issue: (U} The Navy has been prevented by Concrressmnal action frcrn

continuing the Chair Heritage Program at__ "'_ funding levels,
e e el

1977 reque st for authorization n contained an Eyploratéry Development

and an Advanced Development project in support of Chair Heritage,
The Advanced Development program, budgeted at $3.4M, was to

" initiate the development of an Advanced Test Accelerator {ATA),.

These funds were deleted by the Joint Committee on Armed Servzce;
Ppending recommendations from a review of t‘ze Chair Heritage p*o-
gram by the JASON Committee, * ' ;

- (U} The JASON Comrmttee comple..ed its study' and repﬁrtﬂd favo*‘ab‘e

regarding program continuation. - The results of the JASON review

and the proposed program were presented to the Congressional staffs
and a request for approval to proceed was sent to the HASC. However,
HAEC concurrente has not been received. All FY 7 ands are de*er*ed
pending resolut:on of thm issue, ' -

Pos1tm*1- (U) HASG - Gurrent position is not known. Impending meeting

a vnth HASC staff may clanf'y 51tLat1on, '

ODDR&E - - e ___ : | v e

' '_*A DARPA'A&Vi;bry Commiﬁteé |

- o . - l . . . . i

L ,Im*sact {U) Delaymg this p*ogram for mora tman a year will break up

the leading team in Lawrence Livermore Laborator ry and delay the
answers needed to establish the feasibili ty of the use of thl machine

e as a viable weapons systerm.

OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76
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1
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- - wmembers, conducted a guided projectile commenzlity st Wy quring liay thru

CAVTIO; UKCHED CUIDED PROJECTILE COPPEKHEAD (cLcr) i
‘I, Pr ﬁgg - The Arhv has been in-Engiue ez*; PbJEl”"ﬁ’nL 13735
oa a 155z Camnon Laumched Guidsd Projectile with reminal hom oy capa-
bility, and has the prograi on contract to Lartln—uzrlLtta. The Havy et

has 2150 beea doing similar in-louse work a a 5% p vieatile for ship-
board use and more receatly has done work oa an §" guLdeP projectile.
DoD has continually stressed commonality of thes Navy 5" and the Army
1';411'3 l"dﬂds,' S T T - - -

“0n the other hand, the lsuse Armed Sgervices
Committee has continued to reduce Army funding for COPPERYEAD thus
delaying the prcgr¢m, while directing that more comzonality StLulea be con-
ducted. . . __5_3, _ Y . - -7
2. Background: Martin Marietta Aerosuace aqd Texas Instruments Incorporated
were selected in February 1672 for participation in Advanced D2 velopmenL;- '
Duripg this phase the mzjor subsfgtﬂms of the COPPERHEAD (CLGTY) were gun.
fired to determine survivabiliry. The two contra ctors, with different
design concepts, were authorized to enter intec the Validation Thasc cf
4dvanced Development in September 1973, T

T FEE Y P

e e e e e e e ]
]
O -

e e e e e e e i et 4w+ P e =, ¢ 8 pde e ot e e -
-
| e e etaw renram -— e m e i e e ——— e e — R e
e e I T T I T T AT L, T LTI AT N el TR RS LT T Ui Tmad aTE L aAmeie rimee e s sbs e e N
T e e e AT e P L e e L = T T BTt T B e TLER e e T LELL Ak R L 1R L AR R R RS A S e ek —_—— R

: DSARC IT was héld on 18 June 1"13, ‘resulting in authoriza— _ -
‘tion to enter rulT Scale Enginecering Developmeat. Wartiu~Marietta was = - -
awarded an Ergineering Developuent Contract oa 25 July 1975, ' The contrast
rodificztion fer the restruc‘u*ed contract, necess h;ted by Congressionsl
veduction in F¥ 76/7T was signed 25 Juz 76 and increzzed the program by

$3f. A task force chaired by DDRSE with txmy, Mavy, zud Marine Ceorps

Sep 76. "This study was completed and forwarded to Congressional Armad B
Service Committees on 27 Sep 76. The task force recosmended that hath

. 5" and 155um guided projectile developmant should be continued. In
"view of the above, the Army was auvthorized to initiate Producibility

‘Epngineering Plansing {PEP) on 15 October 1976. The BASC subsegquently IR
held up PEP and approval to iniziaze it was given to the Army on 3 December
1976 with liability limired to °830 GOu ahd efha s to stop at end of

Februc;ry 1977. . L ,, : Z

3. DoD Position: :"T..““_""f B OO .
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i : IMPACT OF. PROCURIMGENT CHANGE
= : ON TFE F18 -

1. Problem: The Fi8 progran

L

Hf e s A e e

2. Background:

e e ——  —————

!
3. Dob Position:;

t

- ! .

e it T ™

4. Current Status: The PBD's reoflect these changos.

Do e
»




AIR TO AIR MISSILE INVENTORY

1. Problem: USN and USAF fighter alr-r'ift are - . \ -

2. Backﬂ'rou:nd A mm'ber of factors have caused a shortage of air- ..o;alr
guided missiles. The War in Vle*na:n caused etpeml"ures to be h1rrh
both for ccnbat and tralnmg, the mcreasmg cost of new m1s:1les _
results m reduded quantlt) buys, and the 1ow mssne k111 probablllty
translates into a reqalremem for more mlssﬂes to meet subst..n- . -
tially the same threat. In addla.:l.on, deveIOpment programs for_
nav missiles (AIM-7F and AD4-9L) both ran into problems-which |

( - resulted in delays and fu Lher exaceroaLed the mverl._o"y p*oblen.

3. DoD Position:j : : B I

e

e

/ I For the immediate future, we must sirive to develop a'

e

new genera.tlon of mlssﬂe.s whlch (a) are more affordable by v1rm

~of lower’ cost of acquls1t10n and om-'ersnlp, Cb] have a hlo...,r klll

probablhty so that we need to proma them in fe-\.er nu:".bers and

{c) can be deV°l0p“d on sc‘ms:f:n.x1 ex”

. 4. CLr'f‘ent Staﬁ.z;/

e i e s

T‘lese missiles 1m.ll be Jo_m o

(US\/bSAr) devvlomems




TN Ter S e S A i A m——

2‘

- . -
.

) - . e et oo
CONVENTTONAL AIRFIELD ATTAZHE MISSILE

Problom: Do we need a Conventionnl Alrvfield Attack Missile ({am)?

Backrround: The combination cof the
disparity cupled with their opportunity to initiste an attack
ifficntt provlem.  Oor
5

¥arssw Pact Alr Force numbers
nit 11
against NATO air bases conlinues to boa diffic
effort to counter the Rod advantage has in the past include
sheltering of our aircraft, dep1OV” 1wt of ground and air defenses
and pID\ld ing a LO“\CWLIOA&l strike second capability utilizing
attack allCTuIt The interdiction of Pact Main operating air
difficult be;aus_ of the comdinaticn of delenses

f

s

bases (MJBs) is

and weather. i T e e+ e
]

L .

H R .1 The prim¢cendidate for the Cafl is

———— mem———

Do Pesition:; 7 N
ST [

| |
- - ——— [ - = s = - .._‘l

T e ]
Current Status: The PEDs reflect the Dol position with i J
Y73 ; !

fo e, | l‘

inltral funding established in FY

+
T e

£
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- v
. GENERAL SUPPORT ROCVET. SYSTEN (1’“3) )
. Problom: f
v
]
\
;
Z. Baclkground:. The GSRS concept has bca- existeat in its current form
since 1973. Army Joint Working Group (Jw3) wos eszzbYishad in February -
1374 to assess the need for a GSRS with & counterfire {covnter-battary,
air defense suppression) mtss:on. The JWG conductad & prziininary
technical and cost essessment of a meltipiz ieunch rociet syaztem baged
on a threat provided by the USA Field Artiilery Schco! (Fis). in mid-
.. 1974, DA dirzscted a study of the Artiliery Svatem [Tazk Force 0a TLTKZHG)-
which considered two G5RS cencepts. ! B
_Tﬁé"JﬁG'E repared 2 Letter of forecment {LOA) which wms 7
‘approved by ﬁﬁ in September 1975.. A Speciz! Study Sroup (S53) was
sub;cquently formed to conduct en in-dapth investigation of GSES concepts,
.and arrive at a recomrended approach to fL Till-the system need. The
threat was the impetus behind the requi .3rf, and waz o mzior Tacior in.
etermining ‘the required physicel and performames charoztoristics of ths
GQnS Using a representative tor g2t list, & Heguestg for YronsiEnl wWas
releaszd te industry in December 1973 te a:z?st in detsrmining the bost
techriical approach (BTA). Five contractors were chosan o assist in
deve%opment of ‘system concepts znd to proncse in-depth technical and -
-€ost tradeofis and program cost and scheduls dztz.  in addition, a suryey
. ef fore:gn rocket system technology was conducted For appilcotion.  The
33G then proceeded with a Cost and Operaticnal Effectivencss fralysis
cowaarnng tHe BTA to foreaan existing u.s. and varameiric systams.

[ Cmt——— ————— e ot

s
3. DoD Position::

A ke gy T

L -

k!
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?.J_ffatus: The Army is prepaiing for a DSARS | ap 1t 1o 35
end 1T the program-is 2pproved, Contractual o lars waao wai Y 197
iR {'xarch-:’%prif isy-]—_ B . . - "" R 5,.‘.31 H
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. . N _ DT RARTD W4AGIND 'STEXCE »

) . A : {(For &ir to $mcoun

. 1. Problca:
Deveélopaent with thﬂ aA"Fﬂlu? =
The Navy vow agrees to utilize 10

. sently fully supporting dLue*

w i

|

s
Lesr A
enu

2. Bacagrou1d Efforts have been on-going at &t
&ince 1972 to develop an icaging sesker suid

- small dicmeter missile. Contrac

Aromv M sx’e Co mand

1188bl 2 use on a
tors inrclqu in

ment have been Hughes and Taoxa timaframe

the Air Force has wore ens gpetics pReat pro-
gram with Hughes for a MAVED IC T ineer
Development to commence in Aprii orti
BULLDGG and a non-imaging sscier,

.- - .- . -

3. DoD Docsltlon.

. &, Status: Aix Forc= starts T3 in Apcil
- Havy use. The &roy is worl dng a2

pPlanning a nozinal 6.3 s

E—_—
tart in Y 78 £
2 (. PP 1
a2ing cenducied!
. . K
-
. Cat
- - =:
C e e .
. : ' A "
) H
; |
. 3
i
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ratory Develop- .. .
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Enclosure 3

Papers to be Partially Denied on Exemption 5

Technology Base Funding Increase
Control of Size of In-House Technology Base Program

DOD Use of Animals in Research

_Chemical Warfare-Biological Defense

Chemical Warfare Policy

Chemical Warfare Readiness Improvement (also on Enclosure 2)
Weather Modernizatipn

Computer Software

Bombers

Briefing Paper (alsd on Enclosure 2)

Ballistic Missile Defense

High/Low MIX

XM1 Tank Program

FRG/UK/US Tank Gun Firing Trials

NATO Airborne Early Warning (AEW) Aircraft (also on Enclosure 2)

Test and Evaluation Efficiency

Major Rangeé and Test Facility Base

TRIDENT I Flight Test Program at the Eastern Test Range {unintelligible

w/deletions)

. Independent Research and Development

Export of Technology '
Standardization and Interoperability within NATO

Human Resources & Manpower R&D




< . 'I'....CIINOLOGY BASE ““Nm"-\" INCREASE T

1. Subject of Interest: The term ccha logy Base
Research (6. 1) and Exploratory ._')e-velof went (6. 2) eategories o.f the
"RDT&E budget, and pa;.t cf the Ldvanced Developrasnt 16..3) category.

‘2. Background: The ’Ir-c'fmn‘ a2y Base consii 5

of the DoD RDT&E budget. It is the fourdatisn £ci~‘ :

and provides the technology options for ne-. techniques, new systems

and better manpower use leadiny toward improved miittary capability.

The Technology Base contributes to the ecorcmic 1t

throvgh commercialization of R&D by-products.
- performed in the in-house laboratories as wiil or Socn

cfforts with universities, and industry,

[
o

v

5]

e

by

o

{'I

b

i

SN
o

A
\..:
[
3
=3

*
— _

e e T T ke fe T 000 LI T, Y ey —

_ The Technolagy Base effort decreased about f .
.. Collars beginning in ¥Y 64. This trend wes roves:od f.."-cf:g"' incresn
finincial support te the Tac¢hnelegy Base begi: @in Y 75, This
increase has been supported by Dol and the Zrmeod Sonvices Cornmaittees
'mf‘ the Apcs cp;‘xc.t.ong Co‘;_.-h;.;ec:,, T O

L5 GO

I
I

3. Do_') FPosition: The 'Icc: .no" ouy Base is cux
security of the nation. It has given us sonie notzk
“ezpabilities, including Initiatives inlascr o

- umproved aerodynamics, advanced simnls

i - Ava_t, s 8
training, improved matierials, night vision de ;
o chnﬂlcmy at.d reduced mox talgt‘ Ior the combat ez,

4. Current Staius- The PPGM specifies an incresse in Research (6.1

v 1] 5
of 2 minimum of 10% pexr year in constznt doilors through FY 80 and, -
. further, that Exploratcry Development {4. 2) shzll net be decreased :
below the FY 78 buoget request in constant s in ¥'Y 79-83, 1t -
goes on to specify that the percentage of 6 foved in FY 80 to the totzl
RDTRE budget and the percentage of 6.2 a.c.m,"'-d E.);. W 76 to the toizl
~ RDT&E budget will be maintained as the micimum geidance level in
subscquent years. . _ ) | .
e - T Sun)

increase w111 centinue the tr end toward reinvi igorating our Technelogy
Base program and will serve as tangible evidence of a renewed commit-
Tnent to technological superiority on the part of the DoD and Congress

. : T e e T onD R A T)
L LU e T De 76




@ ’ -~ 7. Budget Reclated Issue

*?. | CONTROL OF SIZE OF IN-HOUSE TE CHNOLQGY BASE PROGRAM

Issue: We are restructuring ihe ’I‘eclmc:lﬂ:-"

the a2mount of work d:; e in-house and iner casing the amount done in

industry and universitics,

History: The DoD Technecloyy 1

" J
1n-h0L..>c-, laboratories, indu.ir

unique part of the ov Cl"lll Pr
been a decrease of approxim
Technology Base program.
the university and industry pro

ese Las three major participants (the
and universities), each performing a
am, Over the past ten years there has

cl_ 420% in the level of effort in the DoD
i3 decrease has been taken pnmarﬂy in

rams whils the in-house effort ha

remained essentially level, The in-hcurs For tien had increased .'Erom

approximately 23% of the toinl Technolcy

approximately 43% in FY 74,
well as the balance betwes
Lt program, directing thzt the

v Bose program in FY 68 to

‘o raztoring the level of effort as
.:_1"-3-‘ increasing the funding in the
go primearily 1o the umvcrsx»y and

industry programs and by a Tnanpower drawidown of approximately 10%

in the in-house RDT&E propram,. OQur goal is to reduce the in-house
portion of the Do 'D Technolegy Base program to app*o imately 30%.

the Navy 41%, the Army 60%, w«nd, with DARPA and DNA essentially all
VY ’ Y

contract, the overail DoD levcl
in-house program by establil
Navy, and Air Force in FY 77,

P o e

s VAl DR £ T o A Mot ST Lt R A e S
o = 5 ™ i v

Tew SRS B T L X1 0 e T T ) e b s o ed e o 8 A 4T ARTRS ST

i3 38%., We are coutm ning to control the

» Basc program by decreasing

Position: In FY76 the Air Forze procrars was approxi T'"dtCl) 43% in-house,

asimurm level of effor 't for the A*n‘;)

T .. ODD(R&AT)

30 Nov 76

Ve e .



.‘m

“favorite tactic has been {0 4
~that ig also judged unpopular or inhuwusnc
.chemical warfare agent develepment, and

‘ tuc: p'«rape*— vse of animals, This-has

. eombat travma and b‘moc

: IR DOD USE OF ANIMA LS INRESEARCH © % TR

uabject of Issnm - P(,,:
mtc,rcsi. to DoD using arimul:

Hiqtovy- Annvallv in the Spring, severs
and (JOB"I‘ESSIO‘]:.;I members recnan o
the need {or, tha proper care of, and (i
zsociate itly

getting restrictions on anim:l use placed into Do
tion legislation. The consirzints, ho*"c--‘= are written in A manner
»
meaking them applicable to more than ZoT and

prograrn to which they are attached {1 o0, 211 Fodavally ”‘“hc:-* :d rc:s-ar-..'fc:h_}.

Lold Position: Testing using aunimicle ir cosentic? 7o {he conduct of Dol)
"vescearvceh in rhe medical an.l l.:.e SChemoros o Siinntitufes for 2aimmals

axre used to the mazimumn poseilic,

We comply v

3216, 1, PFolicy on Animals in Doly RDVI LY
Instructional Programs. Vi Jn:-r"it asc ol o 3
programs to establish standurds for hvrman exnnaare &

- OAD(BEALS) g S
29 November 1976




..+ CHEMICAL WARFARE-BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE e

e BN T PR R -, .
LRl - PR R R EE L3
e . B P .

R '.-3.. Sa: ect of Issue: Chemical warfare and chemical/liological (CW/BD)
-+ defense programs. : .

. 2., Background

o Pregram Objectives: In support of current natm } policy, these
- programs are designed to maintain a detcrrent to possible use of
CW/BW against U.S, or Allied forces and to provide 2 retaliatory
-capability if deterrence fails, The emphasis of the program is to
" provide the necessary defensive equipment and procedures to warn
of, withstand, and recover from an attack. The effort includes an
_:-.sses ment of the threat and thc \mrer‘.blhty of u. E; Iorcea

e ’1he US SR has the v'oxld’f grcc.ic_ ‘i c...pub‘l ty to, npm";‘ce ina
; CW envirorment., L eE T o "

- -

~ L

_ '”o The US retaliatory iocl—pule rcquu es modermzaaon fo be Cl'C.(Ul)lv
' '-_‘__.-mu_]or mxprovenlents in the defenswe po ture are requized,. - -
' .o Stror-'f Congressional ot)po sition cidsts 4o the c;avelopmc.n of

" -.; bimary munitions (a new, safe packaging configuration whore noy-
lethal components form the same toxic chemicals as the prescnt

.. stockpile when fired) zs a means of modex rwze,tmn' gond Congres~
Lo s1ona,l svpyort exists for an 1mprovcd defensive cap bllli“y‘

o RDTu.B is penﬂacbv :—\dcqame' h.;"«fcver, procuremeit of c’ez(*‘asix?e
i equipment aud troop training needs 1mprovemez t and emphasis.,

3. D__QT) Position

..;' [ . - e - __"»-.

»-0 Suppox ts, effort io Jmp*‘ove US fo*'ces CEL"J‘-'&.blll to opor'ﬁa, in
: chemlc‘..l/bmlogmc.l environment; cncoure.gcs Jﬂhes to fD]lu sirn .J.ar

.
Ty
fl

A e
v T

' o Supports 11m1tcd cffort to modermze refalzatury capa.bll_w.

4 Current Sfatus

IR
L e

‘ o OSD guldance in I’PGM and DPPG" emplnsizes defenrlvc progrumf;,,
** both in RDT&E and procurement, while maintaining through selected

" segments of general purpose forces the capability of limited retaliztion.

- e

" *Planning Programming Guidance Memorandum - _ODbR&E (E&LS)
**Defense Policy and Planning Guidance ' - .- 29 November 1976

T T WLITITRA (IT h thar 3 A Pern -vl-trgs et
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... o The Department of the Army has completed one study, "Chemical .
- ..0 . Warfare Policy, 1980-1990, " prepared by the Strategic Studies _
. - -Institute. ‘A similar study is in prégress‘ by Stanford Reseazch .
L Institute, using the same threat analysis and texrms of reference,
... funded jointly by the Army and the ASD{ISA). " The JCS is developing,
. _-under centract with IDA, a system for estimating chemical mnunition
B -':"' -Tequirements utilizing a two-sided wargaiie scenaric based vn an
" analysis of targets. The Army has a similar effor! in progresse at

the Concepts Analysis Agency., The Director (P&} ba. completed
S - & contract study with SPC Corp. analyzing chemical warfare program

... 7 issues. NSSM 192 which discusses current nationzl poliey altcrnatives
i 7. is still outstanding. o
S ) Safi
: L

.. © Procurement of defensive equipment and fxaining is heing emphacined
20T e T in both Departments of Army and Aly ¥orce; DeparSnent of Ievy con~
oo LT track stedy in progress to define scepe 2nd specific needs.
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. L PO B Budéet elated Issue
SRR - CHEMICAL WARFARE POLICY | o

1. Subject of Issue:
no-fixst use of CW,

Long-standing Chernical Warfare {(CW) policyis:
maintzin a chemical warlare capability to deter
- the use of CW against the US or its Allies a
-+Kind shkould deterrence fail, and - be
against CW attacl:s,
4 B :

nd te be able to retaliate in
able to protect the US forces

-

2. DBackground: ‘The zbove policy has been =iz

v-c_tcd‘rnz’.ny timics, most .
recently in 1969 when the US relinquished any biolegical warfare capability,
- "In Janvery 1975, the US ratified both the Genevz Protocol and the Biclogical
- Weapons Convention (BWC).. The Geneva Protocsl bans first use of CW .

only since all major powers retain the right to retaliate in-kind, The BWC

binds all parties to continue negotiations on an ag
weapons.| | . o S

A nuraber of studies by the Department oi the & oy, ASD(ISA), Director
T (P&E), the JCS, and the Navy are in various stages of cernzletion, » The

R
o Congress has requested the GAO o review the total CW policy and posture
i T . b T i
N f

recment bauning chemical

R

1

3. DoD Position: Supports exfensive
posture through R&D and procurement
similar course; supports limited eff
capability. - - IR

: -
efforts to improved proteciive
end cncourages Allies to {follow
orvs to ypainizin a retalinto Ty .

v

. 1
.

4. Current Staius:

. OAD(E&LS)
29 Novcrnber 1976

RTreew,

e
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o b Inadvertant I\fiodificatio:).

. . . DBackground:

, ~'r sample in stratosphere, bt it such *'ou’cme soznpling b-wuno ,}QD micaioa,
.'-,_..' ‘.‘-‘h_ - B -- TS e ey - : ‘- ) E o ‘_. - . - - i . : .
3. DOD Positien: L i N

¥ : : s

DOD prccently is not Cnge <rcd in an y classified resca rcb or'opaia-

= and'meoenitoring program.

L4 - ‘. . B .- . R ...-.: . , e . .
. 1. Issues: : ,

a, Adverta.nt Modlfu.a tion. Senato* Peu opposes DoD

tL ezaty to prohibit military weather modxf cation..

S

S Bl

mve vement in

- weather modificdtion, and has been instrumental'in invol lving the U. S, in 2

There is

pubhc concern, and in some cascs Iear, that man's weather medification

dch\nhec may cause L]’a,CCC"Jtu ble damage and 111.::1.51‘:L soil m:mg‘,

-DoT) has been criticized for its premmtcm on enhancermnent opcua Houns over

..!_-

Vietnom. Senator Pell has pressed to IF.;‘LT.—J."‘!] uJI" fr om all rescerch oy

"o*)era‘hons J.l‘l. wca.thcr moduzratmn. Lo

The U' S. is negoﬁaﬁng a COJ‘lVCI‘_fl’\n HThe Prob;bztlc:n of 'Mxlli:uy o .&ny-—
 Other Hostile Use of Xnvirommental Modification Techuigues. ™

'I'he Cougress ha., d.Sl ed the F‘mcuhve A"en«.;cs io conduet
. stratosphcrzc pcllution. NASA and NOAA are tasked o con

resea.rc.‘l Jntn
duct o roo c.‘.r\,J»

DoD operates majority of facilifics that czu

- . ';.i _ﬁ.ms in weather modification. All DoD activilies are reported to and
pubhuhed by the “V‘xtmnzl Oceamc and Atmo.;phen... Acmwmvtratmu‘

s

———— e .

o€
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©oLbrn 1,0 Subject of Isside: DoD spends approximately $3 billion annuall IR
a in coftware devclopment and test in new weapon systems, three o
times the computer hardware costs. Basic technology is mostly

missing to improve the efficiency and standardization of software .
“utflizziion, Congress has repeatedly cot the scftware techuclogy -

budgaets, and the Serwces hc.ve bee‘n reluctant to properly fuad .

i grogrcun.,. ' S o

2. Background- This problem is now receiving a concerted OSD- . R
widce effort, including ODDR&E, QASD(C), OASD(I%L), and DARPA. o
Approp; iate committees have been for med a mdnagement plan
o . @rzited, and 2 DD Directive 5000. 29 was ued on the Manzgement
woaosot eof Computey Resources in Major Defense S teins establishing
. ; pelicy. Rewiew:s and mecetings have been helu with key people m
. tho Services and Congress to provide an undewstan ing of cur
. programs and to receive their support. - A major effort in establishing
o standerd lngbr v ovder language (HOL) has beern initizted.

3. DGD Position

K C\ZI_EI'*___:_L_.WE":_ Woilk in this erca 01 vrIy geining momenium.
Ths HOL standardizaiion is proceading f¢-1 Ay well en schedole, but
muat be closely watched. Cboramqt.on among elements of OSD is i
quite cffective. *owc.ver, much work remaing o untj.c.tn {Le dp}‘u o0~ Lo

}_:» 1at° technuhuay work in cc.ch of iho .Jc-;wc.u;.

oAB/EEPS) T - ol
"1 Dec 76 TR
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LERTTL in o tae Mhssile Age, why do weorneed bombers? LT

: D A

- - B - .
F. Subdnct S : S ; : N
- LAl - S S o

- . . . .

r_m:;n the one leg of the TRIAD where U. S. s5till re-

ficant numecrical advant;w over 1ts Seviet counterparil’
¢e is in both hard and SOIL target kill capability.

TS ¢ be luuachked on varning and dispersed. The bomber is E
lzle zfter launch; it can be rerounted enroutas; it can be

in different levels of coaflict. The bomber can demcrstrate

- resolve by adjustment of alert rate without actually entering

nte combat. Its long time to reach intercontinental targets pro-
1udes it as a first-strike force. The bomber force is thus 2

stabilizing force. ' N

R L e ' ‘
Rinued 3*o*cvcni of Soviet zir defenses make the sivatoegic
Lamber's b ron - di 111 Since the 1950s. the B-57
e eT s [1$1 Slepl} a1l ]'._L(‘ [V . SIRCe Tthe b 2y Ll DL-04

FR O

i :
the backlone of the bomber force. Improved evienics and
of air lauvached nissiles (SRAM) has permitted growth caps-
v the 2ireraft’'s basic technelogy-is that of the 19504,

2r cross section, softness to blast eifects and its bomb-
avigation system limit the continued potential c¢f the B-TFZ.

© The B-1 is ‘scheduied to cnter the iL“cntory in the carly 1080=.
T B-L will saliow the continuvance of the moct-fiexible leg ol ouy
TRIAD, the bomber, to meintain superiority over the Soviets with - -
its irproved penetration capability, low radsr cross scciion, '
ALYy avienics, and larger and move flexible weepon umiz,
-0 Dol Position - . .
' o= b - - - -
[
i
.
;
i
foe oo ——— e .
L. " Cuvrent Status A

E-5Z avionlics improvements are continuing whers practical

and -uc‘*r%rv to maintain its eficctiveress. The development of
the B-1 13 n°aripg c mplction. The vrc‘t vezlth of test dafa show
that the B-1is ready fo ' : :

T prolu: ion.
. Tunding (Miilions)

Y 76 7T - 77 1§ 72 s .81 52

-—— —— v—r— — m——a . ———
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Originator: DDREE
Nate ol Movewher 19740




'3112- Backaround ST BRI

“"o eifational rystem.

_ Y7
“will be directed toward terminal defense issues. HModest efforts are &iso

’7'-‘;1-/

3. Dob Position e

" 4. Current Status

5. Funding {millions) = FY 76 _7_7_"__18_.' _7_9_‘_" 80 -8

. . .- BALLISTIC MISS!ILE DEFENSE L

'

:fﬂh‘ Ballistic H*SJIIG Defenae (BH“) prﬂgfan is comprltod of t\D
CC“y?CN“nLarY efforts -- The Advanced Technology progran and tnu w;c G
Tecirvtogy progrdm. . .

-’.-

- .t

Cur BYD efforts are directed at maintaining a fechnology lead over

. the Soviets and supporting U.S. strategic offensive forces and Intelligence
. hgencies by maintaining an in-depth understanding of BMD technology. It

~ These are sustained, broad-based efforts to investigate and devclop new
. technologies and concepts and to provide a systems technology base for

: _application to various types of future BMD systems. With the deactivation
“-of the SAFEGUARD system we no longer have g deployed ENMD system ond with

-the reorientation of the q:to Dcfenqe prcﬂrbm vwe are not ~developing on

1t

The princtpal focus of the aysthmq Tgcinoloqy cffoxt through 1478

-

.. being initiated on a non-nuclear intercept capability that could
-complerant a terminal system, and on a very low altitude concept

"f app;icab]e to the defense of a mobite ICBH force. These twn new tosks

-will ferm the basis for thz future cf1crtq and the level of funding for

them requure; ccns:duraLlon. N o .
) .. * -_. ._-._.. .

The BMD efforts are the Army s only strategic prog:ﬁmﬁ.

{ .
P

ws O Funding Ieve] is inadequate in FY 78 to pr0perly support new tasks.

. o The BN D programs are the responsibility of the Army.

Advanced Technology . 97.0 . 102.7-

“Systems Technology 160.0 100.1
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- © HIGH/LOW MIX
Problen: Is the High/low Mix a viable concept for modernizing our
forces. .

Packpround: The Warsaw PACT presently has e quantitative advantugpe
1in weapon systems over the US and are increacing the guality of

new systems as they enter their inventory. At the same time, the
US is faced with the problem of increasing weapon system costs,

The High/Low Mix is a force structure planning concept which attcmpts
to offset these problems by procuring a small fleet of high-perform-
ance systems ("'High") to counter the superior threat, and a larger
fleet of lower-perférmance systems (''Low") to counter the average
threat. The concept has been implemented by either developing large
mmbers of "low" systems where we have 2 quzalitative =dvantage,

or to develop small numbers of expensive “high'' systems for missions

" in which we have near parity of mumbeors. Yhe latter approach has

worked fairly well except that it forces a relatively fixed composi-
tion becanse the "low' svstems are penerally out of production.

In May 1974, the Secretery of Defonse told the SASC that he would
approve expansion of the Alr Force tactical structure frgam 21 to
26 wings if the Air Force could develop end ficld large nunpers of
missionized versions of thz YF-16 Lightweight Fighiters such that
the total cost of the 24 Wing force would not be _signivicantly

~ greater than the previous 21 wing "high'' force.

)

3.

(RS SN
P L L

i

|

———nnn s o e v T

 stat ; i “is i in mission
Current Status: The High/Low Mix concept 15 3Qc1uded in n}s
area planning and Extended Planning Annexes which provide force

structure estimates out to 15 years. Some examples of high/low

mixes in which we are developing low systems are the F-15/F-16,

F-14/F-18, A-10, and F¥G-7 Patrol Fr%gatg. Hiph systeT nixes
bciné dcvélopcd’are the UITAS/Ui-1, X-1/M-6C, AAH/COBRA, and

MICV/M-113.

— - - . _—— B L e



o - XML TANR PROGRAM

£33 1. ISSUE: ' Tank/Leoéard 2(AV) Tank Comparative Evaluation; '
2. BACKGROULD: - S Freeee e "

a. The US Army and the FRG's Federal Yinistry of Defense entared into
&n agreement in December 1974 to make all reasonable efforrts to achieve may-
imun standardization on the XM and Leopard 2 tanks. As part of this apree- -
ment,.the US Army confirmed its intention to test the Leopard 2, as wodifi-d
to meet US requirements, to the same ground rules znd constraints established
for the 1 2vd include it in a comparative fest eand evaluation,

b. The competitive test of the US Chrysler and Ceneral Motors XMl proLo-
types was conducted during the period February-April 1976. The comparative
test of the FRG's Leopard 2 (Arerican Version) (AV) was conducted during the
period September-December 1976. ’ '

¢. Imn July 1976 an Addendum te the Y974 eereanent was apnr:
concerned the procedures to be fellowed in artempti
ureas of potential standardization in the 211 and Leopard 2 tank v
liajor areas to he considered were the main oun and sormunition, engine, track,
. trensmission, and fire control. ' )

¢. TFollowing a four-month delay in tha XX prograw o permit thie controctors
to resubilt additional proposals based oa the standardization addenduns, Chryslex
ves awarded the full-scale engineering development contract on Novamber 1z, 1976,

€. Access to XMl test results vere closely contrelled within the Army and
OSD to protect the highly competitive nature of prograu.  DD(TEE) evaluation
of test results was performed by the assigned wmilitavy steff assistant. DN{T&L)
‘assessment of test results, relcased prior to selection of winning contractor,
Vas written in a generic sense. ' .

f. The UZ is scheduied to scleat by Mmool 231, 1877, sither the Thrysler

. »
propesel or the FRG's Leopard 2000 rrovocel Jor centinued full-scalc e gineey-
ing development. - '

.

) £. Charges of lack of 0SD and Army objectivity during test sud subsequent

" evalustion of Leopard 2(4V) have been rained iu the press and by BGA Int'l repre-~
fientatives. These charges have been manifestsd $n press erticles to the effect
that 08D has predetermined the US tank to be superior to the Leopard 2(AV): DG4
International representatives have discussed their appreheasions concerning objee~
tive T4E analysis with various Departmeate of State and Defense officials.

3. RECOMMENDED POSITION: - S S PO




a . B ., A}

PRI ruc}ux/us'rﬁxx U FIRIRG TRIALS

1. ISSUE: Relative effeﬁtivenesa of Uu IOSmm Y58 gun wiLh improved ammu-
nition, FEG 120zm swoothbore gun and developmenta) amwunitjion, and UK 120w
rifled gun with current sad developmental ammunition, .

Z. PRLOIGROUND:

. N

t 2. & FRG/UZ/US jolnt evaluation of wmoin armezent svsters feor main battle
tanks was conducted betweea Noveuber 1673 and Avpguat 1975. The ovorzll ob-
Jective of this Trilateral Tank Main Armapent Evaluation was to seck: a decisioa
en & coumon solution for the malin armament of the FRE Leopard 2, the US M1,
#ud the UR/YRG Future Main Rattle Tani: (E?ZI); T candidate systems stvdied

- in the evaluvation wcre the FRG 120wm smoothbere s system, the UR 110wm rifled

-+ . bore system, and the US 105mm riflecd bore systen.

b.. The Trilateral Group reccmmendcd that production of the XMl be ini~
tiated using the Improved 105mm system but consideration be piven im the X4
program to possible incorporation of a 1T0mm armamscnt syotew at 2 larer date:

" that the first lot of Lecpanwd 2 be preduced wirh the M0Smr sysuen but the
Leopard 2's turrct design oprimized for a 1202w soaument system; aund thzt an
- optimal main arcanent Q;stom giving consice ion Lo hoLn swmooth end riflied
bore designs but based initially on the ¥R woothbore systed, be Govele
oped as erned¢tzoavlv ag possible for Ln Lot 2, TELT, and prssikle -
producs 1mpxovcmznt of the 34, ’ '

c. In January 1976, the Secictary of Defense cprroved the Ary's recov—

nendaticns to Initdzte production of tho X2 with roved 10Sme gun syston

(ié 2zod plans for a cooperative developnent pregran for an ocptimal rdnh main ormame
i cystem for the long term futurs, The Seelefl alco £ al

izt the production XMi design couvld sccommodar:

,Chenge in the tank design other tham tho turrec.

>

& o
A Yi0wa gun vith e;qentlnliy ne

d. A FRG/US July 1876
hould strive for paxinue s
se by both countries of 1 ‘
L'!mbll&hed for selection of the 120um
YH1 tank pregram uos delayed four menth
Lo preqcnt proposcls bzged on the SLLLU"4n14r

-
Ei

i e Congress (UASC) objected to delay im

to effect that XMl should be fielded wicsh US IUSwm Ho8 ;. Further, tnP renoli-

- --. ution stated the gun was nof to be replaced uitil thraat dlctates need fov lavge:
gun, and the 120mx gun proven, through tesve, suporior to the 105ma gun

£, FRG/UR/US conducted zdditionsl teank firing & rlu]s, Rovenber-Docombe 1“
%o include UK 120mm rifled bore designs, to supplemcat 1975 Trilateral duta EH

.
&itenpt to rescive FREG imw os ana ralative meri;s o33 lZuml,LLn;Ln and haf;am.w

3. RECOMMENDED POSTTION:!




Test and Evaluation Efficiency

K

T. Issue: Are DD{TEE) policles under DobD Directive 5000.3
resulting .in undue progrem delays, cxcessive costn, or both,
due to test requirements? T ' .

2. Packyround: In carrying out the directives which imple~
ment the efforts to correct the deficiencies highlighted by
' the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, testing beyond that requircd
tider ecarlier practices i< often included in the R&D phases
of system-acquisition programs. The testing itself, and
- the correction of deficiencies uncovered in testing are
significant elemcnts in the cost of the RDTEE phases of the
program and its duratjon. ’

-

Thus, observations and corrective actions.which, under eariior
procurcment methods, would have taken place after field intro-
ducticn, are specifically identified as part of the developuon:
‘and initial operational testing efforts, and made g-part of th
Ludgetary reckoning, - B g oo S

The present TgE procedures Jcad to the acauisition of cystems
which are more nearly ready for operational use, -and less
susceptibie to the need for extensive backfit or "get well"
programs to correct previcusly undetected deficicrcies.

3. DSB Ascessment: A task force of the Defende Science Boercg,
tinder the Chairmanship of Dr. Eugene Fubini, was Created i

kay 1576, and charged with assessing the effectiveness bf curre
TEE policies and procedures. The final report of this task foree
Will be available in February 1977, ) h

H

|

| e

.
i

"o h. Reconmmended Pos
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by _the Mildtary Deourtments and munlto ed

I. 7 " Cowmponents.

_____ The Major Range cnd Test Facilicy Easc (r0rT
.35 comprised of 26 Dol rangen and test facilities which are managse d
i
for OSLi by

the DW(TQE).

). - Intended Tz MRTYD Lo @ costly national asset {oomual
104 about $1.7 b;linoa including $752 nilliocn RDTGE '} spanning the entire
spectrum of physical and simulation environments eritically needed -for
etfective testing and training. Containing tropical, arctie, coastal
&nd high desert land areas, the facilities zlso include associated C e
airspace and water aveas reguired for the wide variety of progranms

‘cupportad. The vast amouvnt of instrumentaiion, faciliries and persoomel
involved inm this program comsiituifes a lavzs investmoht $hat mast Le

comtinuo¢s_y upgradad
Sone of the facilities

ard rnodificd to neet

are CRLLOG

"l manﬂatory operating

programs Include effor
efiiciency or replace
.reviewed for need and

£, wairienance and improvement dollars.

e Lest proq
Dy

‘am demands.,

non=-Dol srpanizations,

C.fep EASA, DOT, FRUL, NOAA, uaumﬁovarnmc:.. .

3. Bagis fey ¥V 1478 Reguost. PY AG7C bidgets vere prepared b\

the military departments bascd an sLdeiec future workload. Zun extensive
083 review, with OMB purticipai tivn, intures that the budget reflects the
minimum dollars and personnel recded to supnovs user reguivemenio,

by Major Issuvzs,

T et e e sy e R

5. - . Cu. ent Tropram Status. -Tha facillries are funded to provide

Inprovenant

8 neccssary to weet nucw requirexents, increasc

antiquated equipment,
renoved frowm inven

Lssets are continuously

entory wnea no longer cost effcctive
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3;'<T; - s . 1DERA#MORET RESEARCH AND DEVELOFMENT

3. Issue: To develcp 2 means of "““ivfyiwv :hé objectiv s of IR&D and B&F
which can bz supportnd by the

RIS
Dal: LYY, - ', L

: iF 2 . : the higher techuology
p:oduc_ zress ‘ ) in grhndcsl efforg vl :objentives dnclue
ng =1 > chosen product araas

novenive conecepts in thaze

: infed by ¢ivget custoiern
ceviromment.  The balance

business and these cnsty

counting period cr capitalized
for recovery im laL : DoP has permitted defence
contracters to epr“: s=cL ateg head cdurye on defense contracts
gince 1959. -The vetiv :
Leen the subject of
ithin tha Ixecuetive
i both the Tow

fid An rocent vears

Lg' a d\?a*"c- ng
CHJu~n ur-duﬁr

bo*h wlthln TioD
L nf CoLﬂ*;;s Lava ropratedly
voraovion of the _}.‘1:'_1"\7 JiaT elfeui -
s orerarding relovancy of iz
cXiert via cmeoodnone - } i Scotdoun 203 of il
pefense Appropwiavion Jfen fou U0 VL, Publie Law 41Y. A furthen
congtraint on total 1l : : o rocevery wn Dol conlyactrs
Lias been threatened {(Poouw

] B - -
Caﬁ 3. flj_zgﬂnrﬂﬁ=* oD wrdntradin s - TDED/TAY pve normal enst’s of F
Lusiness anu thereiorz oo Lis o5 0 2 contmantor's overhoud
. * gubject to ccr ain restricticn rolevancy and amount of
dollars allewed. Ti : aetuzl sroundrules for
IR&ED/BAF alleowance vwh 00,66 establicshes the policy
ond ptocedutes ifow e ol relevancy and techrnical
quality. - .

Lo Cayvent Suztus: _ the (o
since the submissicr vl ;f he wesults of & study regzzyding funding
¢ IR&D/LEP by T=--i€~r Ol fno madgel hiG repo wywarded vo the

Heintyre and P?GAE'J; uboes iy fprtl G676 resultad i Joiur
Subconmittee hza i : th. vesulis of
‘a comprchensive, éb sthay vL THLT ouew Lnn pr@coo_ng LW ycaru» The
ceacept of Line Item Budgetds. aune Cenivact Allocation of Iwipn/biy funds
to major contractors was oue of The recommendations in the GAD report.

The Oifice of Federszl Trocu

caeiit Policy s developing an Fxecutive Bronch
_policy on IRSD for releasa i

S S : DDRSE
e e ‘ Z Dzc 1976
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S ,Th'e Défense Science Board completed a :qu'xdy in Feb 1976 recommendin

.- EXPORT OF TECHNOLOGY

1. lusue: High teclm:.log transier to thc Bloc countries, either dirccily
- or via our Alljes, is of deep concern to DoD, Past technology tvan f
and the expiration of the Export Administration Act during the last

Congress resuited frorn strong differences of opinion on the value of
resent export controls. This was coupled with the criticism of Dol
for inadequate allocation of resources to this problem. Arms Exposrt
Coatrol Act of 1976 (Public Law 94- 329) will require clear definition
of'Hefense articles' and "defense services' that will be subject to the
provision of the Act. Also to be considered is the erosion of our

competitive economic base resulting from unrestricted exports of X
high tech.nology. . e : : X -

ars

T

1 The trensfer of high U, 8. tcch:mloc)r to the Sovist and Chiness
*¢ is creating increased concern in the DoD and ameong certain = iepments
ci t hc Congress. During this past two years, various commitiees hiave

Leen sct up by the Congr esq, the President, Commerce, Defense, Stzie
2nG ihg GAO to hmhlmh 19 Vc.J"lO\l vicws.

(12
o

streamlining of the export control list to emphasize control of tech-
nology rather than control of products as is now the case. DepSec
Clements assigned DDR&E the responsibility to implement the recom-
mendations and the AD (International Programs) has this effort underway. .
This is now a brcad interagency effort, Primary focus is on the
‘identification of critical strategic technologies and mechauvisms of
technology transfer. Some of the required improvements of the
administration of export controls within DoD have also been identified

pertaining to the allocation of addltmnal resources to the expoert =
control problem.-

" . . . . R -




3. Yinpact: The Congress failed te estend the Nup

cdue te lack of time aznd many unresclved iss:

SSUe S,

.

i . N ) . w . - . . .
i The accomplishment of {iese aime in timely marvaer ag
vequested by Congress and Industry will desnzng hich level Dol

management attention end zalilocation of requisite resources.
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STANDA.RDIZA'I‘ION AND INTFROPERABILITY
- WITHIN NATQ !

i. ¥roblem: NATO!s combat capability, miiitary efficiency and
© deterrence could be sigrificantly impreved through greater stand-
ardization znd interoperzbility of veapon systems in the All:an o
Greater standardization should alsc resulf in apprecieble long femn
c¢ificicncies in development, produvction, logistics, tra.ining, R i—i
yopintenance, - ;

2. Background: The obstacles to achieving standardization of equipment
in NATO are many, Most national procurement decisions are suf-
~ ficiently large that considerations go beyond purely military aspects
and cover such other vital nationzl-leval considerations as industrial
‘yroduction base, employment, technology base and balance of trade,
Howeven, we are frnding ways to deal with these preblems.

Generally, the most satisfactory approach to coutending with demestin
problems associated with standerdizaticn is through licensed DI~
duction of standaxd equipment in both Noyrih Amexica and Euroepe--
cxomples are the RCLAND IT Short Ravge Air Defesse

the F- 1’p:to~:a. 1S, . .

[ . -
Ly gtern and

Many -of the benefits of standardizaiion can ba rezlized thro‘_ o‘1

‘ensuring interoperability of equipment--for cxample, being able
- {o service aircraft on each other's airfields, being able to com-

municate with each other, r'llﬁ being able to use cormmeon fuels
and arnmnuniticn, - : '

“.'-:-.. " DoD Position: The Dob st: cengly suppozis I‘JA O si‘anda rdivaiiow
.1 and interoperability cfforts. We have strengilicned the Dol We eapen
L - Systern Acquisition process o ensure thal adeqnate consideration iz
. .. ghven to foreign solutions, that U.S. sysicms are designed fo be

interoperable with those of cur NATO ﬁ]he: to the grestest degree
possible and practical. We ceek methods by which cu*' NATO Allies
will be encouraged to agree to U,S. seclutions {e.g., through co-
1)1'oc1uci10n opportm J.ueq) v'hc,.q .ﬁpprop‘*mfe. e :

% Current Status: '

. - - ——— e B L TR




; "HUMAN RESOURCES & MANPOWER R&D

1. Issue: The House Appropnatlor\o Committee reduced the FY 764
program request in this technjcal area by $20M. The Senate Appra-,
priations Commitice restored $1011.

2. Background: This technical area inclu.de ‘work in tea aining; {raiaing
devices and sirnulators; persornel, manpower, and coniernporary issues
(equal opportunity, race relations); and hamarn factore in wea pPon ry"tez__-'
development and operations., In reducing funding, the House Appl“w"
tions Committee questioned both the utility and prierity of the R&D, The
Senate restoration was to enable the highest priority training and simula-
tlon projects to be continued.
The FY 77 funding request for the five Program Eloments reduced by
Congress in FY 76 was held (o the Y 76 budgss reaisst level, o suh-
- stuntiel reduction from the growth plenned for this arca. The arca of
Ilvinan Resources R&D was separated into three categor i es of \vorh.
(1) the technologies for trzining, simmulaiion, iraining equinment and
human enginecring, (2) 2 smaller effort in the personnal a.acl TS NPCWe
area,.and (3} a separate effoxt in the sociul science conten mpozrary
issues area, The purpose was to clearly delinezie these three sub-areas
.of work so that they can be independently structured nnd appraised.

“This ar‘hon was successful since no acrozs the hoard reduction o mode
by Congress in FY 1977, '

3. ﬁoD Pos 1+mn--

K i The
) )
A

fLLhnolcgy area has been weiitled 1o Trais ming and Poreonuel Techinsd
to emphasize progran; recrientation,

b e T TRT—— - _ e

‘4. Current Status: Congress has requested und the GAO has condicied
. " ‘amzajor survey of the area The GAO report is ewpected to be relowsed
in January 1977 to the I—Ir;uae A'}prnprauon; Compnittee.

E e s LT LT oAD@mELS) XY
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Lot o s 29 November 1976



R_EMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV'S)

e e s

1. Issue: Remotely Piioted Vehicles (ﬁ‘I‘DV's)-

o .. ~

z, Background: DoD hac considered that RPV's offers significant éapa-—
- bilities for high risk missicns in the area of battlefield surveillance.
DARPA's B-ycar initiating thrust in RPV's for military missions will
conclude in FY 77. The three Services are each funding the types of
RPV's pertinent o their individual needs, with a Tri-Service coordinating
group znd DOREE puarding against redundancy and duplication. The
Army (Aquila Program) is concentrating on 2 mini-RPV (under 200 1lbs)
{or reconnaissance and artillery correction and-designation with the
objective to provide to TRADOC"an interim RPV system for development of
the ROCY* for the full militarized system. The Navy is also pﬁrsuing a
.mini-RPV (under 300 1lbs) to provide an over-the-herizon targeting
capability for Harpoon eguipped ships. Since many of these ships are
smnll and non-aviation rated, the RV size is coustrazined to under 300
Ibe for logistics reasons. The Alr IMorce has a long operational history
with midi (300 to 3000.1bs) RPV's such as the BGM-34C for photo-re-
covnaizsance &nd clectronic warfare jamming and deception. A large
poxtion of their program is o increase the utility of these systems with
enginecering improvements. The Air Yorce expeundable drone program,
invelving 2 midi-sized decey and a mini~sized harassment weapon, was
cut from $7M to $2M by Congress to keep these programs from going to
full scale enginecring development. (believed to be premature by Congrese).
The only maxi-RPV (over 3000 1bs) is the Air Force Compass Cope loag-
endurance, high-altitude, surveillance platform intended to carry all
weather systemns such as Sidelooking Airborne Radar (SLAR) to provide
" tactical battlefield surveillance. Congx ess withlield ;)31“/1 of tha $6M
FY 77 appropriation for Compsss Cope uniil the Alr Force comvmitied
- o a specific pa }J.Cc.q. Iy general, Congress has paid pariicelas atteation
“to the l\PV progeam : :

-r—.-._ —— Cm— e

3. DoD P‘osi'vf:it:n:'

e L

- *Training and Doctrine Command ) OAD(E&PS)
**Required Operational Capability : 1 Dec 76




4, TCurrent Status: Twenty Aguila airf-:a;m,-_-, and two ground contiol
stations will be delivered to TRADOG : the Spring of '77 for a six

month evaluation leading to a ROC fcz t! ie engineering development. A
I\T-:"Y RFO** for its mini-RPV will be relea arned this month and contractor

ale
election will be made in the ,;pru iz of 1977, The Alr Force stedy on
i ,

oo \'. & ROV control oystern will bagln in o 17,
' ’ :

\ xJoint Tactical Integrated Dotn Sysism

i #¥Reguest for Quetation
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Budget -Related Issue

ELECTRON DEVICES

Izsue: The funding for dévelopment of electronic devices has de-
creased over the past ten years in terms of real dollars and as a
percentage of investment in electronic system_s.' Since thase devices
are key to the performance, reliability, cost, size and weight of
fufure systems, PDM"guidance vas established two years ago in-
creasing the clectron device budget. ' -

l
History: The current PDM™directs an increase in electron device
funding of 10% per year with FY 1975 as the base. In addition, the
Lervices were direccted ic establish device Advanced Development
Programs. The Air ¥orce, Novy prozurams ore in accord with the
gguidance. The Army has decreased device funding and the House
Axrnzd Services Cormnmittee (HASC) refuzed to approve their pro-
posed Advanced Development Program staxt in FY 77, A Navy
Advanced Development Program with a similiar scondiag title wase
also cancelled by the HASC but the »eal device prograrn survived,

[ | Y

) Irnpact:

L e e e i

(SR - g R

*Program Decision Memorandum

e OAD(E&PS)
- . 30 Nov 76
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bave been encounterad in schedule sli

RPV's have drav, L ¢consigerable Com-rcs sional attention.

tcd Issue |

VIED VIEHICTLES

;
!
Problem.._
ippages and cost overruns.

[

I—hs*or)'- The Ah Force bas a loncr opc ahrmal history with midi-

s1zeJ (300 te 3000 1n) h}?\_'_':, for phot

warlarc, They buve not needed tu d

O-Iwvonnaissance and electronie |

cvelop small radars and in{rered

<
imagers for the 207 to 200 1L class of mls Al“R"j\r' the Army and Mavy

intend 1o usge,

Eositj__on:

T P, - -

[ The A

Forcc under P .’3 Eis formulating the concept of an RPV missiog

_control system L;lat.t is intended to be

4 —ayn e [ - Y e e =

*Request for Quotation

JTIDES compatible,

¥*Joint Tactical Integrated Dats System,

OAD(E&PS)
1 Dec 76
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. o . _' :.Budgct.Relafed Issue

IRRADIATED FOOD PROGRAM
Subject of Issue:  Congress has charged the DoD to conduct the
national RDT&E program for the use of ionizing rodiaticn @s.2 means
of sterilizing meat products.

History: DoD initiated R&D to study this approach for preserving
meat products over a decade ago. After an initial period, it was
decided to terminate the work. The civil sector and other Foderal
agencies 2lso terminated like eftorts. However, Cengress rejecied
the DoD proposal for cancellation and requested that it continue the
work even though it had no requirements for the products of the work.
In 1974 DoD had brought the technology to a state where four meat
products {beef, ham, other pork products, chicken) were ready to
undergo testing to demonstrate acceptability for human use, pey ¥FdA
stendards. Beef testing was started. In 1975 the Secretar v of the
Army accelerated the test program by adding the other mneats in
ulmultanoous efforts rather than the sequential tosts carlicr ;"apm :d.
origress was advised of the acceleration of the program,

Budgetary Impact: |

Fundmn for all Service food technology
R&D is an Arxny TESpOPalb lity since they serve as the DoD Exccutive

r_Se:rwce {or this effort.

]
L

—— e,

1

OAD(E& LS);"‘/
.. 29 November 19?6

. ‘ ‘ . i A-'
DoD Position:; : £
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. I : | Budget Related Is.,ue

.M_!‘;NPO’\’.’ER, PERn’ﬁ\TNEL AT\'D COT\' TLMP RARY ISS5UXS

10 Issue: R&AT rai sed seriovs concerns with regurd to both tie level
of R&D effort allocated to Manpower, Per.,onr‘cl and Contemporary

e o)

Isrves and A |

o

2. History: Concern over this technical area by the House

Appropriations Committee staff resulted in a 25% reduction in the
Human Resources program in FY 76. Continued concern by the _
_Congress with regard to utility of R&D in this area is expected. a Sl

3. Cvrrent Position: The Services huvc- Lecen requesied o brief
ODD(R&AT) on their prOTJOaCh FY 78 Tech Base programs in this area
The objectives arc an assessment of the utilis ty of the R&D, whether 1:}:c:
level of investment and tho expected return justifly an annual investment
of over $20M, whether the planned program is covrectly focused, and
whether the program (or porfions thereoi) sheuld wmore appropTriately
be funded from a non-RDT&E account. '

4. Impact:

S - P . 30 Nov 76
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' o . ‘ " Budget Related 'Iss'ue
FACILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF BINARY cx{rmcm_ WAF TADRL
' : MUNITIONS ’

1. Issue: The Department of the Army has preposed a loading,
g ﬂemoly ‘and pack aging (LAP) facility for the new binary artillery
projectiles to be consts ucted al Pine Bluif Ars 1aL, Arkansas,

-

2. Background: This facility was included in the ¥y 1975 procuremem

and Military Construction Authorization {MCA) recuc.,t in the amount of

$5.5M. It was authorized by both houses of Congress but was deleted

on a floor amendment during the appropriations process, It was in-

cluded again in the FY 1974 budget request for $8, 8N, After cxtensive

srings it was deleted pending further discussions af the UNGA Confercnue of
w Cormmitlee on Dicziimament (CCD). Be ce of this decision, no

J'uqu-:.-st was made in the FY 1977 budget in accordance with Congressis

wishes to dclay one year to allow further negoetiations, No substantial

progress in disarmament diccussions has beon evideat daring the one

year delay, o g

el ay

pot

! R

5. Dol Fosition:

i Salny
4. Current Status: The funding for this fac ility has been mnade the

subject oi' an .(L;D(C) Pj_)].} issue and is being raised as a {u c"m;; iscue

al OMB level.; : : Vone )

LT .7 OAD/E&LS)
: | 29 Nov 76
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Budget Related Issue

SIMULATORS - FLIGHT AND NON-FLIGHT

1. Issuve: The entire -spectrum of trainingand simulation technolegy
has been marked by DD(RE&AT) as an area for concentrzied growil,
Programmed increases for this area of technoloey have bepun.

b 3 & gy B

2. History: OSD initiated an effort in FY 75 to increase the usc of

flight simulators to improve training, reduce costs and reduce use of
fuel. Congress has in general supported the program. High level
interest item due to high leverage in.terms of cost reduciion/perforimance
effectiveness, '

3. Current Pocition: I

;; -TI;e FY 19?8 | budgét rcque st includas

OCAD(E&LS)
- 30 Nov 76
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ARMY RDTEE DRAWDOWN

Issue : The Army bas agreed to a manpovwer drawdows to reduce

its in-house Technology Base work zad to increasc its prograim: with
universifies and indusiry. -

. ’ | *
History: The Laboratory Utilization Study which was comnpleted in
1975 concluded that the Army in-house program in several areas
including materials and electronics was tac large. An agreement
was made with the Army to reduce its RDT&E in-house strength by
2900 authorizations using end strength FY74 as the basis and com-
-pleting the drawdown by FY78. Thesc reductions by fiscal year are
as follows: FY 75 -905, FY76 -829, ¥Y77 -733, .and FY78 -433,
The Army has met its commitments as of V76, hewever,

8!

EN

~
-

.f
!
l

]
{
.f
i
[
: i

iy to tal.e these reductions through hiring
£
4

L
frecmes, attrition, and trauvsfer of the meanpower o work and funding
in other areas,

We have encouraged the Arr:

s e - - - - S - —_ P Al
Fosition: | 1 6(:.(!)
e : ) - : i
ODD(R&AT) is insisting that the manpower dravdovn be completed ac
scheduled.. ‘ o
R -
L h 2 -
I Hl h . -
A * e e, -

ODD{R&AT)
30 Nov 76
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NAVY BLOCK FUNDING :

Issug: Ve are cncm_rdgm" the Navy to provide mest of their Technology

Lase funds directly to their laberatarics in la arge "blocks" without dis-
tribubicn LE.;uum the Dystems Coroinands, '

ret

Hisior s The Navy Teclnolo ogy Base funding to the Chicf of NMNaval
haterial _,;boratorie., is distributed to the laboratorie in two ways.
Some of the funds atre given directly to the laboratory by the Chief{ of
Naval Material for work which has been previously agreed upon. A
major portion of the labsratories' Technology Base funds, however,

avc provided through the Systems Commands for work which is primarily
apyortive of the particular Systems Cormnmurd, o

[ B

We birve cnccourage? the Nz v} to block fan et of the TLcllr.o1on)r Base

funds dirvectly to the luboratories once the ldL?O.-. atories technical propgram
lias been agreed upon by the laboratory, the Systemns Coinmand, and ihe
Chief of Naval Matcerizi. '

Poyition: 1"110 Navy has proposcd to "hlaclk program' funding to the
laberatories, - '

e ODD(R&AT)
o C 1 Dec 76
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' ELECTRONIC COUNTER COUNTER MEASURES (ECCHM)

- Isgue: [

e &S
[
L.

Historv: The lessons learred in the Yom Kippur Israeli war indicated the
necd fer a major_thrust in ECCM, There are several aspacts to a good
ECCM posture.; '

" m—— e Pt

Positions: DoD Directive C-46900. 3, Flectronic Counter Counter Mezsures
Policy defines the tasks and responsible agencies with regard to threat
.definition and evaluation of impact upon system performance. The irnple-
mentation of this policy is still being formulated. To create an ECCH
awareness in the service laboratoriecs, DDR&E hes sponsored syrnposia
on ECCM topics and has induced the Air Force to creute Prograr Blerment
. E3750F-CCM Advanced Development. The Army and Navy techoolony
base program element managers have been made aware of the need for
responsive atltention to this subjaet,

o T OAD (B &PS)

w1
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AIRCRAFT PRCPULEION .

Issna:

———t

Niscussion: At the Plesent time there is no continuing

Irogram of advanced development for small aircraft engines
technology. Increasing interest in drones, aerial targets,
and RPVs indicates g need for active suppert of this tech-

.

. nology. L , -

The Joint USAF/Navy Tachn

o
Irogram meshes the Nevy ef ts in
technology work with the ]

2ir Force., to the Lercfit of both.

Fositiong: DDIR&NT).
Jresition DD .
A

hEmy end Haovy.

T T
: LT S onp/ET
' | ' 30 Nov 76
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¢ . LIQUID PROPELLANT GUNS (LEG's)

.

Tesue:  The Bouse Armed Services Committee (EASC) has
celeted =11 Navy funding in ¥v 77 and beyond for LPG's and
directed that the Defense Advanceg Research Projects Ageney

(DARPA) should support any future efforts.

Discresion:

erk in the technelogy of LEG's has been -suppori.sd Sporadically
circe the mid-1950's _ ' —~ However, for a hAR
decade pricr o about 1970, the level of effort was extramely

loew.  In aboui 31970 the Navy, Jointly with DARDA, decidaed <o
Support a major effert to develop LPG's based on a bull-

loaded propellant charge design concept. The EASC inp aeting

upon the ry 77 budget observed that LPG's hag bean supporced

for over 20 Years with little abPparent useful outcoms ang

. therefore deleted the Kavy RDTLE funding,

OAD/ET
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Risorsas Carrent and planne e
QHCOTPESﬁeb work with ordanl carben, or meta .atrlces
reinforced by grarhite, rbon, or boron fibers. Demonstra-
tions of organic (epﬂ") matrix oompoajue "in full scale
ajircraft components have been un4crwav for several YEArs

and major structures are componenis o Llying eircrafi.  The

Ajr Force alone has Spant S5 C: on this -mcrthcr‘

Ll RED oir these mate rials
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'I'RANSPOR.TATION AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS/TOXIC MATERIALS

s l... Suhicct of Issuc: Transportation and disposal of chemical warfare

cgents, migsile fuels, some industrial type chemicals, ammunition, aud
. similer items has become a public concern’

¥
|
g

{. o i The Environmentzl
Jrapact Staternent process must be fully followed and become a part of the

Zo Bechground:

decision making process. | ' T

P

h 3. DaD Peeiticn: The NEFA ond 21l epplicable Javws v1ill be fully followed,
) 4, Current Status: DPlanrning is proceeding in cecordence with applicalle
laws to continuce movements necessary in the inferests of national scovrity
or to improve operations. —
SN R .- " = -
R R b . N ] )
SR w07 OAD(E&LS)
' ' C 29 November 1976
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. : YL CHEMICAL WARFARE AGREEMENTS ‘
- L, Subject of Tacuer A pari of US Chemiczl \‘J’arfare pohcy has been cur
yillingness to negotiate 2n agreement to develnp an effective,
) vc;uf:.abh. bon en C*n'.
2. P ckpround:  Ar 'i:‘m Ll of the Blologicsl Wezpons Convention rywe
(.'r'aiu’ ed bv ihe U, 5, in Jenuar ry 1275} binds 211 2 _,Amos'uﬂ to continun
negellinilions on an agresment banning chemical weapons.  The U, 3,
bas negoliated in this ares, particulzzly the ough the UNC:’ Comterence
¢of the Committee on: Disarmament (CCD) for-at least ten years., It
has been the subject of a number cf other Confercrnces. -
The USSR submitted a convention to the UN in 1972 almeost identical
to the BWC which contains no verification procadures, The major
obstacle to date in all aprecmenis is the defin'fion of the chemicsl
gents to be banned and xeaching agveement on s rriclical and effectiva. -
inspection and V"l‘l fication procaduras and cther safeguards.
3. oD ) Posliiion:
i
C 4. Current Stntue:
- boe e e, . _ . )
. L . ’ ’ __;':. ’ N
. - P
- : ——— . L L
= . i RS
. ' . P N i - L : . e .
B L P : ~ OAD(E&LS)
o R : o . 29 November 1376
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he preject. : : T

~ to the project, ) I

- .. NANSEN DRIFT

1. Issue: Should the United States freczc a decommissioned icehrealer
into the Arctic Ocean North of Soviet Siberia such that prev ailing occan
rrents will carry it across the Pole to exit near Greenland in about
& years?. Project name: NANSEN DRLFT.

= DRIFT *'JrOJE,cL, pointing out the opporiunity ‘ro conduct new research in

P ' Ba ckground: The Navy has been a strong propo;mm for the WANSE™W

© the Soviet Arctic and to support politicel objectives of the Umcau States,

They ectnnate the pro_]ccf. will.cost $15 million over a three year period,

N PO

P ity |

INSE has been somewhat reluctant to undesrtake the project, prcohal ’y &
a ploy to force heavier funding support from DoD and other agencies
The project is supported stron’ély by thie Nationul Research Council, i
- De zpartiment of State, and in principle by DoD. The 1\'!--\\*(3"1:171" SUPLOT

oo e i

3. Do Position: No*m. Dol rieeds to cutablish ity position on NANSTN
DRIFT. Partof this docicion is the level of f

T paovide

Sy

-' T Tl T OAD(E&LS)
ST S .. . . - . 26 November 1976
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) NAVAL ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY (NARL)

do Issve; What thould be the future statis of NARL?

- Background: Tho Naval Arctic Research Lahora tory (I\*APL‘I L.
L.-‘J.row, .{;l‘.,bl\.a.- is ihe 0-:_}, continuously cperated U. S, research
leborztory on the Arctic Ocean providing complete logistics sapport

ana coordination of mmission resecaxrch for the Navy and other govarnmont
sgencizs, Il is opereted by a civilian comiractor and is ynanaged by the
Oitice of Neval Research (CIIR). NARIL is & complete self-susinining

base facility on over 5,000 acres of land councis ting of over 170 bu1lmnr_a,
¥

;
' an airstrip, and modern laboratory facilities. The labo ratory maintains
a flect of 6 {ixed-wing aircraft, plus various over-land vehicles and
« water craft, In addition, NARL operates some 14 remotie camps elom;,
the Alaska coast supposting research proj: c_'[ .
CThe eperating b gﬂ’f of IJ£RL is uppﬂ'oz*:z_:'dai 1y $7.0M por veor, poid
for from RIVUET funds, Other goverinment agencies doing l\L,.D at
NARL provide reimbursements but ibese reimburserments do not cover
their oper hrg} azd logistics costs. The Navy estimates that enly 134 ~
cf NARL activiiy is in dirvect support of DoD speasored reseaveh and
development. ' '
There is a rfmt:r-awg necd for AR 2s & Nevy or Na t...i’u 1 base camp
cu, the Arctic Ocenn. ]
.3. Dul" K Pocui'c,-, O 18 s asnke d to sevievws e
mansgernent and fnancing of 3t REOTLE fundiapad
.. . NALRL o a level consistent with the .‘.TLDT Ce X woz‘}: pericrme st N ’,l\l
hy 1981 e . ' - U
l . " i . g r
af i e . - .
T ) Ll . L OAD(E&LS)
L T T e . I - o 26 November 1976
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Problem:
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Inc}m:ﬁuw‘:
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ADVARTED l‘\ DLOGY GUN

A edvaiiced » aerizl cannon is niee

ded to enhance

ties of our { aircraft.

ey L

o < T e ) Wt 1.
.[“11 oaS A (..".':.'._:; LI P

Vis

\cJﬂﬁcd RNY YEATS 20,

and the GA & 0w ave 1z principsl guns plamcd for Service use.
Both the Navy and USAF have expeided a considerable amount of xo*“
o .
t ing to overcome the shericomings of these tuo guns
& <& )
!
t
E
|
|
!
.F
™ i
(.‘;“-J H
g ¥
lI. ——
3. DD Position: P)U wishor to continue developuent of advanced ma)ti-
purpose acrial cmunols,
4. Qurrent ctatus: IYISTE Fundimg for fore g ubz dopent convimies
' ' modast nege. 5L
at a aj modast po S v
{‘-"‘Hn—.._.___ e e —— " - -
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TWO-PLACE A-10

Problem: Why do we need 2 two-place h-107
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- COMPASS CORE

Problem: Should the COMPASS COPL preogram be confinued,

Background: COMIPPASE COPE was conceived by the Air Foree,
as a Jong-endurance, high flying, remectely piloted multi-
mission vehicle.

v

oD Position:

. L. - R e =

Current Stafus: The PBDe reflcet the Dol posiiion,




-1, Subiect of Iscun: A7 en"c.c; chemicel apent’ warqm and defoction

5. Dol Tosits

 FLIR/ LOPAIR" )

.t

Yorwerd Looking Infri-Red (¥

pystermns; Long Fath Infra-Red (LOPAIR) 2n Army drvclop‘ne t and
3T

A} & Nevy developrnent.,

i
"
for
)
4]
-
k]
3
,_J
0

unds e

Ry N S v A ot

o X Cileclives: To provide tn advanced chaminzal npont Totee.
4 ; fonny o PR T
non aud warning system for combat veos,

- . L

o The Army has evaluzted long path infrared detection methods for
some yea n active concept pursued from 1954 to 1965 was terminated
in favor of a passive concept, Critica’i te«*hchal problems in discrimi-
nztion of agents froin smeke, og_.s.r inteferences have e L,nc'x
in fhe past. Howaeer! fthe preve z LOPAIR which eutered Advanced
Irevelopmeut in Ta.'"'-;: y 1972 is 'b have resolved these tg;c;:.‘::u:al _

f.
o
)
L
<

r 13

problems. P S A
o The Navy, while evalaaiing
(the primary inissicn), discovere

—
emissions from incoining acrial tarpets. By the use of optical {iter:,
some discrimination Gf emissions cen be made, ; -

o Inatially the IZ5C%equested o cide-by-side test; thia Vas J’.11=~"
rlenued, buf not periormed. Subscovently, the HASC reoue ,trd thot
) Ve 1
LOPAIR be termirated in favor of FLIR but did authorize reprogramining
for a side-by-side test. Tle Array did not follow complete guidance on
the funding {or the side-by-side test. The 1248C tn“'r imi a QA0
es‘.:i.ga'tinr_-. of all expenditeres. R R

b3
T

Putu
£

“x
B —— rn . e ot

et e [

4. Current nt Status: [“10 Dol initizl request to the HASC o continue both
dc 01091‘1(‘11:‘ was roi: sed.

e ———

»
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. : . RELCTIONS/ISSUES

Outcide ARPA Reactions.’ The ARPA progrim has Leen well received by 0SD,
oMB, and the Congrc$s. Prescrtation cf "thrusts' has been easily understcod
and the potential significarce of the brealithroughs recadily appreciated

Whereas prics to FY 1876, thce total ARFA budget remained essentially static
at avcund SZO0M, this year's budper will be! _1 A great deal

of enthusiasa has baen gere*“tco for the program in the Services, Joint
Chicfs of Suaff, the UDRAE, cnd ihe Secretary of Deflense. :

Ttion in DeD arnd its determination
erpenization presents 2 set of

managen

, X irtd ;

Nt fswues which must be deait with svcccascfully to maintain the

organization's vigor., Some of these follow; ’

© Staffing and Personncl Policies —— There mist be continuing menage-
ment sensitivity to the need for professional staff turnover. This
is essential to the difficult precess of creating new PYograms,

Yeceping Yrozram Manzgors who zye curvent dn rapidly chanping tech-
nolopies, and maintaining apgrescive ard vital programc.

- - L. - .

P s e aegaans

o _JIGFLc:uu i.r.c:ll_._)_f._\._:_ -
to develop positive . meo s
to the Military Sexvice There are no sutenatic or built-in
processes or policics vplch assure that this happons-~the initiative

{8 with ARPA. It is esscnrial that close and continuing contact be

easive cfforts are vequired
on results of ARPA rescasch
t
i

maintained with Service Chicfs of Staff, Assicts nL Sceretaries for ROD,
i tion mande (AFSC, haﬂ“%f

and Commandins Offdcers of Motewial Acﬂvi"i
DARCOY) by de 1Juerktrh)

t

|

" e At mmmmr LR T i e e e e e *

[T

C The ARPA Imaze -— Care and selcetivity must bo cxercised to avoid-

L
th"étLLi ard 109 viar hrlexlngs and neetings.

invoﬁvcmunt in rescavch prograus promoted hy Sevvice R&D orga anizoticns

%

solely to secure ARPA fending suppovt. ALTA should receognize and
remain insensitive to Service RED -nd ODRRLE Staff merbeors who per-

ceive of ARPA as zn "interferor' with institutilonal biascs & objectives,

They would prefer to ses ARPA ovutside of the mainstream dssues. The
vitality of the ovpanization is Iargely derived from its misgion ef
being the adversary, the risk-taker, the innovator, the outspoken
critic. | ‘ .

L3

A oy - A =t -



Vvizfhildty of Deomonstration Troprams -~ for the first time, ARDA

has cutablished In FY 1976 a program element making visible najor
new technelogy demonstraticon efiorts and the relstively larg
secoerces they may require. Preliminary Congressional and 0SD

Stelf rcaction has been positive, but eritics may still raise the
cuestion, "Why ARPA?", These technology demonstration programs will
uaterially aid the transfer of teclinologies to the Services who

must vltimately develop the material or techniques for Service
application. Meaningful (as near full scale as possible) demonsirs--
tlons hzve the effect of wore clearly suggesting the potential ef
newv teeknolegy and help to accelerate the otherwise leirg, drava-gus
material development eycles of Servize proprams.. The aiternative of
timply reporting research findings ang speculating on their potential
rore often than not means promising results £0 unnoticed and are
never considered or may be subsequently duplicated by the Services

or are subjected to long and frequent sub~critical exploitation attempts.

© Technolopy Assessments —— The Technolegy Assessments Office wae dis-
established at the end of FY 1976. Those eiforts undervzy vhich wers
yelatable to the other technical offices were transferrcd e rthose
vflicce, In the future, technology assessments will be undertoker
25 part of the technical office function to examine angd conpare the
¥.8. and foreign technology base and create new initiatives for the
Office. Those technolegy assessment efforts vhich are of brozd ARPA
or Pob scope will continve under direct managenent of the Director,

ARPA, _ :




ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS)

Three issue papers were prepared by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Legislative Affairs, The
issue paper concerning "Congressional Limitation of
Legislative Liaison Activities" is released without
deletions. Portions of the remaining two documents,
DoD Legislative Program for 95th Congress and
Congressional Travel, are denied under the provisions
of 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) as they provide opinions and
recommendations 1n the context of interagency corres-
pondence. Public disclosure of the recommendations
and comments would inhibit the essential exchange of
future staff comments and advice which could severely
hamper the decision-making process. The Initial Denial
Authority (IDA) for these documents is Mr. Harry E.
Bergold, Jr. (ASD(LA)).

Tab
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CONGRESSICMAL LIMITATIGH OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON ACTIVITIES

SUBJECT/ISSUE:

‘:There is a fuﬁding deficit for the legislative }iaison function
. of approximately $3 million for FY 1977.

BACKGROUND:

Sectioﬁ'728 of Public Law S4-414, Departrent of Defense Agprop-

‘riation Act for fiscal year 1977, imposes a limitation of $5 millicn

on "legislative lizison" activities. The budget pregres aresented
to .the Congress reguested 37.9 million for this function. Conse-

" quently, a deficit of approximately $3 million remains. The funding

limitation is based on the allocaticn of personnel and personnel
costs to specified categories through the use of definitions that

‘were developed jointly by the DoD and the Senate Appropriations

Committee. The Senate supported the full amount of the Department's
request, but the House did not. The $5 million amount was determined
in conference. o : ‘

 pOD POSITION:

The ASD/LA is working with both cf the Appropriations Committees to
secure relief through modification of the current definitions and
consequent reallocation of personnel. Should this initiative prove
unsuccessful, two possible courses of action remain. Additional
funds could be requested through a supplerental appropriation or the
personnel cuts dictated by the limitation could be imposed. The
magnitude of the reduction that would be required in following the
latter course of action (in excess of one-third of the Department's
Legislative Affairs work Force) would, in all likelihood, severely
impact our present cacability to maintain effective working relations
with the Congress. :



Y - DOD LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR 95TH CONGRESS

1. SUBJECT/ISSUE: Excludad, oh bocinniion FOLA

2. BACKGROUND:

Except for several major proposals recommended for the President's
legislative program, the DoD Legislative Program does not attempt any
prioritization of its sixty plus components. The Department’s initial
program list for the first session of the 95th Congress (attachment 1)

does not address the issues of how, when, or under what circumstances

the individual proposals, if cleared by OMB, will be ushered to and through
the Congress. In the past the Services and OSD elements sponsoring partic-
ular legislation have worked separately for passage of items they deemed

the most important.

3. ‘DOD POSITION: Excluded, 5th Exernption FOIA
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DoD Lecislative Prosran

_Part I, President's Prozran

PoD Appropriztion Authorizetion, FY 1978

DoD Approrrisiien Authorization, FY 1579
Militery Construsticz Autherization, ¥Y 1978

. Uniformed Sferrices Fetirerant Medarnication Act (Sh-14)

Pefense Officer Fersormel Maneserent Act (Sk-5)
Reserve OTficer Ferscnnel Manegerent Act (SLk-6)
Reserve Retiresent Modermizeiion Aet (9L-7)
Enlistcent ard Selective Reenlistzent Borus (Ghk-116)

Part II, Other Depariment of Defense Progosels

A. Resdiress egrd To%2l Torse Snhancerment
Ready Reserve, recuire 91 desys active duty before transfer to
Sterd-by Reserve. (S3-10) : ‘
Ready Peserre, suthorize assiznzent of certain persons to (94-9)
Reserve Techrisiarns, authorize extended retention. (s+-8)
Officer Cardidates, authorice firencial assistance while
. atterding college, (€4-115) o
Require six year ctlizaticn for female zezters. (94-13k)
ROTC, two year course, rerove lizitation cn scholarshius. (94-15) -
Authorize -2dittiozel Ar=y FOTC scholarshirs. (5%-16)
Authorize Sarvice Secretaries to esteblish enlistzent gualificeations.

{94-132)

‘Authorize exchange of ecuipment, services arong HATO countries. (ck-1kl)

Authorize furmishing of routire port services - on & reciprocal
basis - et ro cost to Triendly ration end IATD vessels. (2k-22)
Allow Service Secretaries to determine freguency of Guard inspections.
(94-92) : ‘ -
Reserve Qffiears, remove recuirerent of ordering to active duty for
4raining for not less than 3 montbs. (94-69)

B. '.Pay ard Allovances

Flimirate dual co—rensation of GS civilian/reservists. {9k-111)

Revise Cadet/Midshipzan pey policies. (SL-109) X
Reserve Zenefiis Ormitus Legislation. (9%-12) ‘

Amendzents to Aviation Career Incentive Aet. (94-70)

Increase rztes ot sea ray. (54-93)

Family serzrztion zlilowazc2 for Z-k's and below with decerdents. (Sk-27)
Remove lizi*aticns on treiler moving allowances. (ch-2¢)

RSFPP adjusizents tased on CTI increases. (ck-121)

SGLYI, increas2 coverage for Guzrd and Reserves. (sLk-138)
Additional retirezent credit for certain reservisis. {gk-13)
riters allswance, suinorize reizurselent 10 gnip-taged persernel
r

vhen on-board cuarters terporarily unavailable. (gh-224)
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Civil Serviee retirezent, credit for military se—dce. (9%-59)
MIA's, cawe FL S2-L77 retrcactive to February 1261, (9h—23)
Dependent students, euthorize travel and trarspoTte

(9k-23) :

Transporiztion allowances on consecutive overseas tours. (Gh-2%)
Travel ard transportation of separating civilians under mooilizty
-sgreerents to home cf vezord. (ok-21) v, L/’
. Travel and transportetien ellowences for civiliens serarating ' l;}x
and recaining outside the CONUS. (94-3k)

:

. Instellations ard La:iétics

Authorize hoze-to-work use of Coverzment vehicles cuiside United

States wher other transperiaticn unsafe. ($5-117
Amend conflict of interasi lzws. ($%-33)
Expani Jurisdisiion of Controlled Eulstances Act. {cL-EL)
Persoral procerty-and spare.paris, guthorize szl2 vo contractcrs-
under certzin eorditions. {9k-L3)
Civil Air Fatrol, autacrize LoD to tudget and extezd apn*onr tion

for use of (Sk-L5) _
Unclsized perscmal rreperty, more efficient disposition. (eL-k7)
Clarify use o zircreIt acscident reporss. (oL- 83)
Authorize lo-g-term chzrter of ships to be construcled for Navy
o use. (oL- 50) ' ' "

Withdrz-al ani reservwetion of Chocolate Yountain 2erial Gurrery . ¢
Range for dsfense purposes. (25%-EC) :

Alsska Lazd wiihdrewal, Ladd-Zielson Area, Fert Weimwrichi. (o%-102)

Alnsks lard withdrswsl, Granite Creek Aresz, TFort Greely. (ck-103)

Alaska lard withirawel, Eig Selta irea, Fort Greely. (OL-1Ch)

Sale of certzic rewval vessels to Teru. {Gk-131)

Snle of certain naval vessels 4o Uruguay. (Gh-133)

D. Other Tezislative Pecuirsments

Eliminste Quedrerniel Fhysica) Zrxaminations for Fleet

Reserve end Fleet Marirze Corps Feserve. (Gi-1L)
“ Hlavel Acederwv, rezove dates for moxinaticn ol candidates. (94-17)
Auihorize Tlaz Tarnk for llavy Medicel Service Corzs. (9%-19)
Margerize, use as rart of Navy ration. (G&-18)
Defense I*te"*;encn Sehool, sutkorize awand of iz ers pezree. (GL-£2)
Repeal certain otsolete reporiing recuirezents. bl

Ryukyu Is’n:ds, auihorize reizturserent of nonarrropriated fund
fecilities for severance payments. (94-L0)

o‘r' "qw{a" De'!"CO"—'b.l

— o ®

G?

Chaplains, remove Irom undier Chierl

Relief *or =o2-US citizen e:;lo;ees 2t Guantarao

‘Off-duty exploy=ent of mililary tandzenters. (G-

Secreiery MNavy to set pay for uaval Fesearch Advic
(9%-39)

Amend laws e to DoD overseas teachor 1°ave epti®lemarts. {GL-30)

f_‘\\_/
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o Acade*y~'e $strars,- euthorize relirezent after 30 years. (ot-21)
. Charge Ca2et Cath at'US Militer y scedeny. (Gk-S2) —

tritutios in lizval Reserves. (95-95) W
pe

- Admirals, revise distrizutl
e Satecol, eliminmate reirtursezect recgul recents

Navy Postgrzduzte Zsheol, eliiziznz
for uniforzed perscrnel. (Ch-uh)

Navel Obzervatory Ffudblication, charnge teme of (9%-120)
Officers co—manditg cs_wa“lns o wWest Point Cadet Corps. (9&-137)

Walters, Verzon Andrew: retire-as Lt. Cereral. (9L—130)

-
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- ‘ WCONGRESSIONAL TRAVEL
SUBJECT/ISSUE:
Department of Defense Support of Congressional Travel
BACKGROUND:

Section 1314, Public Law 207, 83d Congress provides authority for
Members of Congress and professional staff to use appropriated
funds ‘of any Executive Agency for the purpose of examination of
estimates in the field. The chairmen of standing Congressional
committees authorize such travel and cite this law as authority

to expend funds in support of these investigations.

Because of the vagueness of DoD directives pertaining to DoD
support of Congressional travel, the Secretary of Defense has
directed a thorough review of Defense Department travel direc-
tives and practices to insure compliance with the law. As an
jnterim step, expense items that may be paid for by Defense
escort officers have been defined more specifically. Escort
officers are authorized to expend funds for food and beverages,
lodging, transportation, newspapers, official phone calls and
cables, tips and gratuities, and incidentals necessary for
administrative support and ¢ ontrol.

DOD POSITION: Excluded, 5th Exemption FOIA




OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (INTELLIGENCE)}/
DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE INTELLIGEKNCE

The attached documents represent the "issue papers' prepared by ASI) for
the Trareition Team in connection with the transition from the Ford tn
the Carter Administration. Although thev do not fully conform to the
definition of "issue papers" as defined by U.S. News and World Report
letter of December 14, 1976, they are believed to he broadlvy within the
intent of that definition. The Director of Defense Intelligence Advises
that portions of the material has been denied as follows:

a. Table of Contents. One word is deleted. This exemption is made
pursuant to 5 U.S5.C. 552b(3); 50 U.S.C. 403(d)(3) provides for the pro-
tection of intelligence sources and methods from unauthorized disclosure.

b. 1Issue paper entitled: Conflicting Management Authorities of the
Secretary of Defense, the Committee on Foreign Intelligence and the
Director of Central Intelligence can be released in part. Portions are
withheld pursuant to 5 U.S5.C, 552b(5) because it pertains to on-going
national security policy discussions involving Cabinet and Sub-Cabinet
level officials which in all likelihood will be referred to the President
for a decision.

c. Issue papers entitled: Tasking of National Collectors in Support
of Military Operations has six deletions because they reveal sensitive
intelligence sources and methods that are properly classified SECRET .
according to E.Q. 11652 to protect national defense plans for employing
intelligence methods from unauthorized disclosure, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552b(1) and (3). For the b(3) exemption 50 U.S.C. 403(d)(3) applies as
well as 50 U.S.C. 4N3g which provides for the protection of the nature of
CIA's functions.

The Initial Denial Authoritv in this instance is Thomas K. Latimer,
Principal Deputv, OASD(I)/DDI.
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Conflicting Management Authorities of the St
ce on Foreign Intellircnce and the Dircc
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The National Security Act of 1947 gives the Sacretary of Defense
authority, direction and control over the Department of Defense. Uader
Executive Order, National Security Council Directive, and/or Executivz
Agreenment, he has been designat2d as executive agent for operating the
National Security Agency and ths Air Force special prograsz, for which
jzs: he shares managexent <ith tne DCI, but retains ultimate responsi-

bility for the prograc.

Evecutive Order 11905 of last February confirms the Secretary of
pefense's authority to fund, direct, and operate NSA and the special
prograns (cited as "pational reconnaissance entities"). At the same
time, however, a different part of the Order confers on a subcabipet
comnittee, the Committee on Foreign Intel
Deputy Secretary of Defense aund Depuly Assistant to the President for
Katiopal Security Affairs members), control over budget praparation
and resource allocatioa for the YNational Foreign Intelligence Program”,

- which includes all of the major DoD intelligence prograns. The CFI is
also charged with establishing policy for the management of the NFIP.
Tha DCI's staff is charged with assisting the CFI in exercising these

authorities.
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Intelliypen=e futomatic Data I'rocessing Systens

The House Appropriztiuns Committee's 1976 classified letter in
sharply critical of the proliferation of dedicuted intelligence cozm.nica-
tions and computer networi.

Uithin DoD, there are threez major aggregations of these —- thoza
dedicated to signals intellizance processing, those dedicated to the
Air Force special program, and the general intelligence comrunications
and ADP systems managed by DIA. DIA has a further managewment respensi-
bility of ensuring interoperability of general intelligence ADP systeus
with tacticzl systems and satisfactory interface with command znd control
systems.

NSA and the Air Force special program have strong management forces
with which to attack the problem of reducing or eliminating unnecessary -
systems. DIA is now moving to create a special team to direct its ADP
management. This issue is certain to be raised by the House Appropria-
tions Cozmittee in next year's testimony by responsible DoD officials.
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Tacking of [Col]ectors in Support of Military Operations
F

ca

For the past three years, the Department of Defense has been studying q(dB

the "national-tactical jnterface” regarding intelligence resources. Thisc (:
problen has had three principal aspects: . 2

— Yow best to utilize the contribution of intelligence-related
resources assigned to operational commanders to contribute to national

requiremznts;
: — _ SLssse
- How best to utilize the _ ]b(ﬁl1t31
SIGIST and future imagery colléction systeas to support operational o S25C
commanders in crisis and combat; and : 503
. . )
- How to ensure (i.e., demonstrate to Congress) that there is-no (5)

unnecessary overlap between intelligence and intélligence—relaﬁed.systems.
The first issue does not appear to be a real problem; the third is
addressed elsewhere in this book. _
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The CCF is now formally operational, but jacks the fundamental 5 LUSC §82
authority to place emergencCy override tasking on thel ) \ th]%I?ﬂ
or to task these jat all except with %he consent and Y
under The authority of the DCI™ §f03 -
Key Considerations - ' %;;
What action should the Depnrtment.of Defense take to obtain satis-
facrory cmariency OT wartime zurhority to place direct tasking on [
systcms in support of operational conmanders? = —
sTexsse
bl iets)
GuliL.
e
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Congressional Justification for Intellipence-Related Resources

Last year, the House Appropriations Committee demanded and received
very extensive and detailed intelligence justification books for the
budgets of the various intelligence programs from the DoD and the CIA.
Since the DoD and the Secretary of Defense control the major share of
intelligence resources, mOSt of the justification books wece prepared
within the DoD. The Committee was in general pleased but it was highly
critical of the DoD "intelligence-related" justification books covering
intelligence resources integral or assigned to operational commanders.
Th> thrust of the Committee's instructions is that the intelligence-
related justification books in this year's structure must be presented
in a format compatible with and parallel to those for the structured
major intelligence programs (CCP, GDIP, etc.).

L

As an added point, the Committee was critical of the lack of review-

" of intelligence-related resources by the DCI (who has no assigned respon-

sibility in this area), and of the lack of centralized DoD management
control over these resources.

An evident objective, both of the House Appropriétes Comittee and
the Senate Select Cormittee on Intelligence, is that there be a single

DoD spokesman for intelligence and intelligence-related resources, and

that full program visibility be provided for both.
This problem is complexed by:

- The continued lack of a generally agreed boundary of what is
“intelligence-related” in such areas as electronics warfare and multi-
sensor correlation systems.

- The unresolved jurisdictiomal problems within Defense between
DDI, DDR&E, the JCS, and the Service Operations staffs.

— The likelihood that the DCI's staff will insist on control
over the preparation of DoD justification books for the major progranms,
and may seek to impose standards and formats not compatible with those
for intelligeance-related prograczs. '

Key Considerations

What managemznt contrels aust the DNT exert over the Militory
Departments to ensure satisfaction cf Conzressional requirem2nts £
presentation of justification of intelligeaze-related resources’

\

or

b

What standards of DoD internal imrcprity and control mus
insist on in regard to the preparation of major program just:
books in order to ensure compatibility betwean intelligence
intelligence-related program structure and presentation?

rr



What other actions must the DDI take to satisfy Congressional

pressures to demonstrate coherent DoD management of intellipence-relnted
resources together with intelligence resources



Authori:ttion in the Senate and House

The Senate has established 2 Select Cormittce on Intellizcnce with
authority to write annual authorization legislation for intelligence
activities, including DoD's. The Committee will write its first authoriza-
tions in CY 77. There is ro similar comnittee in the Bouse, and thz

‘Rouse Armed Services Committee writes authorization for the Dob as &

whole, covering certain appropriation categories, but not embracing
entire functional areas, such as intelligence.

In this situation, there is created a serious assyam2ity between
Senate and House processes and scope as regards DoD intelligence authoriza-
tion, with the prospect that am authorization bill originating in one
house may not be compatible in structure, scope, OT Committee responsi-
bility with that emerging from the other. _—

Key Considerations

Should the Department of Defense intercede to prevent Or modify a
potentially serious authorization tangle on DoD intelligence during the
€Y 77 session? If so, what form should such intercession take?



Tne Future of DIA

As originally conceived, the Defense intellizence Agency, under
the JCS, was intended to be the senior DoD intelligence production
agency, to provide support services of cormon concern, and Lo exercise
& coordination and planairg role over the Dol intelligence cor=unity.
Its performance of managemant functions in such areas as resource Teview
an¢ intelligence ADP has been criticized by Congress as ireffective.

The House Appropriations Committee has stated in its 1976 classified
letter that its beliaf has been strengthened that there is duplication
betw2en DIA and the Service Intelligence Azencies and resultant overman-
ning, and that if either one or the other is not reduced by DoD in F{
1978, the Committee m2y be freed to act unilaterally. The Director, DIA
has sought an externmal audit by the DCI staff to review DIA's manning

and functions.

The Committee has also stated a belief that last summer's realign-
mants of DIA's subordination are jneffective, in that the residual opera-
tional control over DIA vested in the JCS flaws. effective Secretary of
pefense line control over the ageacy and has requested that FY 1978
budget justification include 2 statement in response to this concerm.

Kev Considerations

What is required for satisfaction of Congressional concerns re DIA?
What should be the tenor of our response to Congress?



DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND EVALUATION

The attached documents represent the "issue papers" prepared by
DPSE for the transition team in connection with the transition
from the Ford to the Carter Administration. Although they do not
fully conform to the definition of "issue papers" as defined bv
U.S. News and World Report letter of December 14, 1976, they are
believed to be broadly within the intent of that definition. The
Director, P&E, advises that nothing has been withheld or deleted
from these documents.
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REGIONAL PROGRAMS

A. Issues..

The slow, but steady and nevertheless real, buildup of Soviet power
combined with the changed strategic circumstances in Asia and the Pacific
Plus continuing instability in the Middle East and Africa require con-
tinuing reexamination of our force requirements worldwide. Although we
have made substantial progress in articulating a comprehensive global
strategy in the most recent Defense Guidance, we still have a long way to
Bo, as the NSSM 246 exercise has demonstrated. I see three major areas
which require study.

-~ First, we need a careful examination of what the Soviet buildup
means in capability to project force into regions traditionally controlled
by the West. At the same time we need to carefully‘search out Soviet
weaknesses and exploitable vulnerabilities.

-- Second, we must give much greater attention to the capabiliries,
-real and potential, of our Allies. The NATO Center Region gets a lot of
attention and, at least for conventional force calculations, we do pay
attention to the forces of our NATO partners. But elsewhere we stilil
have a tendency to go it alone. ,I believe we have fertile opportunitics
for improving our collective defense position vis-a-vis the USSR througn
exploitation of our relations with Spain, Turkey, Iran, Australia and
Japan, to name the most obvious. Also, we should take positive steps to
bring France back into the fold asé far and as quickly as possible.

== Third, I believe there are a series of major weapons issues
which require early attentiom. ‘

The first two of these areas are within the purview of Regicnal
Programs, the third belongs to the force deputies.

Following is a discussion by team division of the major projects,
problems and initiatives for the next year.
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Section 1T

Major Near-Term Program Issues (Jan - April 1977)

0

Tanks

- Chrys]er won U.S. XM-1 competition
U.S. winner currently under evaluation vs FRG
Leopard-2 Tank

- Winner to be selected as new U.S. tank, decision
due in March 1977 .

Army Helicopters

- Army currently studying helicopter force structure
- Need for new scout helicopter in addition to new
attack and utility helicopters uncertain

- - Decision on initiation of new scout helicopter

scheduled for ist quarter 1977

Shipbuilding Program y

- DRP study outlining'alternative programs completed

- Principal issucs are: Follow-on Nimitz carrier;
nuclear vs. conventional powerplants; roles of strike
cru1sers and VSS ships

ASW Helicopter

Industry competition underway
Congressional insistence on open competition rather than
adaptation of Army utility helicopter
- Decision on winner and development initiation due in
1st quarter 1977

Cruise Missiles

- Tactical version of strategic cruise missile with
conventional warhead currently under evaluation
Value vs cost for naval missions currently being studied
- Program decision due January 1977



0 Divisional Air Defense Gun

Army briefing on new air defense gun to replace vulcan
lacked adequate justification for a $3M + system.

Army is currently reassessing its requirements and candidate
gun systems for DSARC I early next year.

0 Imaging Infra-Red (IIR) Maverick Air-Ground Missile

IIR Maverick is to replace optical Maverick missiles which
have severe operational limitations in Central European
NATO environment.

Concern over operational utility of IIR Maverick in target
acquisition phase caused the initiation of a joint operational
test in a realistic battlefield environment.

Results of these tests could determine whether or not to
proceed with a major IIR Maverick procurement.
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Current Major Force Related Issues

The following are issues requiring attention by the 0DD(Gereral
Purpose Programs) either as a result of the FY 78 program review or in

Army

Navy

and Marine Corps (

anticipation of the FY 79 planning cycle:

War Reserve Requirements

- What Tevel of materiel and ammunition are required in
support of our total force?

Aviation Requirements

- Are Army programs still excessively oriented for S.E. Asia
type operations? |

European Capabilities Enhancement

- MWhich of the Hollingsworth proposals should be included in
current programming? ¢ ' .

Utility of 17th Active Army Division

- Should the Army activate an additional division headgquarters
and base with existing manpower constraints?

Mix of Nondivisional Artillery

- What is the proper mix of self-propelled and towed artiliery?

under study)

Amphibious Forces

- khat level of amphibious assault echelon 1ift capability can
be justified in terms of curreni defense objectives, tactical

vtility and cost?
VSTOL Aircraft

- Is the Navy's proposed VSTOL nrogram justified on the basis
of tactical utility and cost?

other than overall shipbuilding program currentiy
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e USMC Tacair Force Level and Mix

- Are the Marine Corps' tactical air programs consistent with
their principal mission as amphibious assault forces?

Air Force
e Tactical Reconnaissance (RECCE} Force Levels

. What RECCE force levels and aircraft types can be justified
on the basis of tactical utility and cost?

e Advanced Tactical Fighter
- 1Is initiation of a new tactical fighter program required?
- If so, what characteristics are consistent with future Air
Force missions; the projected threat; and alternate budget

allocations for tactical fighter aircraft?

o Advance Tanker-Cargo Aircraft (ATCA)

- Should we continue the ATCA program on the basis of its
utility and cost as a tanker for tactical aircraft?

e Advanced Medium Stol Transport (AMST)

- Should the AMST program be continued on the basis of its
pti]ity and cost as an intra-theatre logistical aircraft?



Major Studies Sponsored by 0SD Related to General Purpose Forces
Either Underway or Planned for CY 77

e Roles of Rotary and Fixed Wing Aircraft in a Mid-Intensity
European Conflict

This study is jointly sponsored by O0DDP&E and QDDR&E and
is being conducted by the Institute for Defense Analyses {IDA}

e Air Defense of the North Atlantic

A joint ODP&EZ/OCDRA&E sponsored study being conducted at
IDA to determine the potential impact of new technology on
the relative roles of either land-based or carrier-based air-
craft and surface ships in defense of the North Atlantic.

e Vulnerability of Pre-Positioned Material in Central NATO

An QDP&E sponsored study béing conducted by RAND.

¢ Muiti-Purpose ifissiie Systems

Sponsored by ODP&L to be conducted at IDA. Objective is
to determine the potential feasibility of a single missiie for
the anti-tank and anti-aircraft roles.

¢ Theater Air Defense Requirements

Requested by Congress, sponsored by ODDR&E and being
conducted at IDA. The principal purpose of the study is to
determine the relative capabilities of Air Force and Army
air defense systems in Central NATO.



RESOURCE ANALYSIS

A, Issues:

Fiscal Guidance - The first issue that will arrive in January
concerns the Planning and Programming Guidance memorandum. The
PPGM contains the Fiscal Guidance that the Services use in preparing
their Program Objective Memoranda. The Fiscal Guidance is a particu-
lar responsibility of this office. It requires an analysis and pro-
Jection of Defense resources for the nex: five years.

War Reserves - Another issue that will arise in connection with
the PPGM is the appropriate target for war reserve inventories. The
guidance on the number of days of reserves that should be avaiiable
has been a controversial issue during the past several years and is
still in contention.

Industrial Preparedness Planning - Likewise the appropriate
scenario for industrial preparedness.planning will arise in connection
with the PPGM. "Here again, there is a history of controversy.

PPBS - The structure of the PPB system will arise soon in the new
administration. Considerable study has been devoted to possibie PPBS
reforms. Secretary Rumsfeld decided for evolutionary rather tnan
radical reform. However, advocates of radical reform will no doubt
appeal and what evolutionary changes should be made are still in doubt.

Mission Oriented Budgets - The Senate Budget Committee has been
pressing for a mission display of the DoD budget. By law DoD must
submit a mission display with the FY 1979 budget. Here again there
is a considerable history in which P&E has been a major piayer.

DSARC's - DSARC's and program reviews occur regularly. Cost
analysis is almost always involved.

Readiness ~ A major concern of this organization has been force
readiness. Substantial initiatives in the FY 1978 budget are cirectud
at improving readiness. This office will no doubt be iavolved sn ex-

*plaining the need for such funds and their expected results.

Other issues - In the longer term there are a variety of subjects
that should be addressed. A list of potential analytical effort is
attached.




. B. Calendar:

The basic calendar events for this component are those of the

PPBS cycle and the DSARC's. The DSARC calendar is published monthly
(latest is attached).

The PPBS calendar for 1976 is attached. The 1977 calendar wil)
be similar. - ' :



PROJECTS THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED IN FY 77

FORCE STRUCTURE, READINESS AND SUSTAINABILITY RELATIONSHIPS

Materiel Reserves

== Planning Assumptions
-- Munitions requirements
== Other reserves
Industrial Baﬁe Planning and Programming Assumptions_
-- Wartime requirements '
-~ Peacetime surges

Manpower

-- _Impact of shortages
-- Reserve policies

Resource and Readiness Relationships

-- Readiness measurement
-- Navy manpower inveniories

EFFICIENCY POSSIBILITIES

M111tary school1ng/tra1n1ng requirement
Capital/labor and in- house/contractors shift
. Rationalization of maintenance

Base structure and operations

COST PROJECTS

Improving weapon system costing methodology
Expand cost analysis data base
Improve 08S cost visibility and projection capability



Current Major Force Related Issues

The following are issues requiring zttention by the 02D (Stratesic
Programs} either as a result of the FY 7& program review or in anticipation
of the FY 79 planning cycle:

A1l Services

° Special Nuciear Materials [ShM)

- What level of SKiM shouid be made available from
recopened or new reaciors?

- What are the appropricte priorities for use of Shi?
Y Force Levels and Deployments

- What level and mix of nuclear forces, amorg nuclear
artillery, surface-tc-surface missiles, and air
delivered systems are required in NATO's Center
ana Southern regions to provide opiions for limited
nuclear attacks in the vicinity of the FEBA to

‘retaliate to WP nuclear attack on NATO forces?

- What nuclear capability (delivery systems, warheads,
essential support, etc,) shouid the U.S. deploy in
the Pacific theater, and where should it be deplcyed?

- How can ceployed resources dedicated to tactical
- nuclear weapons be used to support the conventional
forces during a non-nuclear conflict?

- What is tha utility of nuclear armed cruise missiles
for theater use?

c Strategic Forces Hission Criteria

- What evfectiveness criteria should U.S. nuclear forces
be able to satisfy in fulfilling deterrent and force
employment objectives (e.g., should we be capable of
aestroying the other size's ICBM silos)?

© Sovie: Civil Defense
- Whet additional Swnvovesonts, 47 any, wiuld o
raguired Tor U.S. cdziovresl 7orcas shoulc AUEVIRES
postuiations of Soviot JiviiocsTense camebiiiol

~J

materialize?



Sirategic Balance

- What is the significance of static and otrer simplified
indicators of the Strategic Balance and should we acquire
forces to satisfy political-military perceptions?

Artillery Fired Atomic Projectiles (AFAP)

- What is the appropriate final level and mix of nuclear
projectiles?

Pershing Earth Penetrator

- Should earth penetrator nuclear warheads be procured
for use with the Persning missile?

Navy/Air Force

°

o
tavy

e

o

[+]

Theater Aircraft Nuclear Armament

- What should be the level and composition of the U.S.

- - stockpile of theater nuclear bombs/air-to-surface

missiles for the NATO theater and for the Pacific
theater? .

Nuclear AAU/ASY )

- What is the appropriate level and composition of
nuciear AAW/ASW forces?

Pace of Trident Submarine Construction

LY

- What should be the construction rate and ultimate force
level of Trident submarines considering Polaris/Poseidon
block obsolescence, SL8M effectiveness and program cost?

Trident II Missile

- is there a requircmcat vor a larger, morc -coursloe

submarine launchod willistic wissile tnan ins ridont 1
missile, and if so, wiea?

Cruise Missile

- Is there a strategic nuclzzar role for a SLCH?



Alr Force
Y Space Defensc

- Khat ars the appropriate progrons for en adeguate
space detense posture?

o Air Defense
- What are aporooriate missions for air defense forces?
- Do we nead a follow-on interceptor (FGI) with early
80's I0C and if so, what is the appropriate FOI
(F-14, F-15, F-16)7 :

o B-1 Production

- What should be the pace of B-1 procurement and what
should be the ultimate force objective?

8 Bomber-keapons Mix

- What mix of gravity bombs, SRAM and ALCH shouid be
- pianned for the strategic bomber force?

) Cruise Missile '

- How should we plan to emnloy the ALCH and at what
pace? Should the ALCH program be combined with SLGH?

e ICBM

- What level of liIRVed ICBM deployments (Mi-111) should
we plan in view of Vladivostok Accords?

e MX ICBM .

- t'hat snould be the pace of the MX proaram ang in whzt
basing mode shiould it be initially daployad?

o ICBi Karnzads
- Are current olons o BXS1ZA onl @ onaw =il vavaeld

and currcne vrovidtrbead candidocos conaistont with ot
force nuctons miocie] consideriiions anl 7002

erfectivenaesss



ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY (ATOMIC ENERGY)

The attached documents represent all the issue
papers prepared by the ATS(AE) for the Ford-
Carter Transition Team. There have been no dele-
tions or omissions from these documents.
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SECTION II,..ISSUES

Issues related to the management of the nuclear weapon program can be
summarized in two categories: those issues that should be addressed
within the Executive Branch of the Government; and those issues that should
be addressed with the Legislative Branch of the Government.

I.- Issues for the Executive Branch

The principle issues that face the Executive Branch of the Government,
related to management of the U.S. nuclear weapon program, center on the
contribution that these weapons make to our deterrent posture and warfighting
capability. A continuing review is necessary to insure that:

-- the nuclear weapon stockpile quantity and quality meet U.S. deterrence
and warfighting objectives.

-- the nuclear weapons are deployed optimally to meet U.S. and Allied
security interests.

-- the nuclear weapons will be employed only as directed by the U.S.
President.

-- the nuclear weapons are provided adequate protection against the
spectrum of peacetime, crisis and wartime threats.

-- the nuclear weapons receive the maximum safety, security and command-
control improvements that can be provided.

-- the availability of special nuclear materials will mieet modernization
and force level objectives.

-- nuclear force capabilities complement the conventional capabilities of
US and Allied forces to enhance deterrence and raise the nuclear

threshold.

Detailed classified briefings and reports on these issues will be made avail-
able to the transition team on request.

II. Issues for the Legislative Branch

Two principal issues related to the nuclear weapons program that will require
legislative review and possible legislation in the U.5. Congress are:



-- What should be the disposition of the Nuclear Weapons Complex in
connection with further consolidation of Energy-Related Federal
Agencies?

- == What recommendations should DoD make on congressional committee
oversight functions for the DoD nuclear weapons program as legislated

by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended?

-These two issues are examined in some detail in the material that follows.



"ISSUE: What should be the disposition of Nuclear Weapons Complex

in conncction with further consolidation of Encrgy-Relatud
Fedcral Agencies? '

-~ The Encrgy Reorganization Act of 1974 merged the energy and
nuclear weapons programs under the Encrgy Research and Development
Administration (ERDA). . Scction 307(b) of the Act required that the Dol
collaborate with ERDA in conducting a thorough review of the desirability
and feasibility of transferring the military application and restricted dat:z
functions of ERDA to the DoD or other agencies.. When a report of that
review was forwarded to the President in January 1976, the Secrctary
of Defense concurred with the recommendation that these functions be
retzined by ERDA. He recormmmended that the question be reexamined
in two to three years (Memorandum attached).

-- Currently a study of the organization of energy and energy related
functions within the government is being conducted under the joint chair-
manship of the Encrgy Resources Council (ERC) and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). A report to the Congre’ss is planned by
31 December 1976. This study addresses future manaéement of the ~
nuclear weapons functions as '""Critical Issue 8" {dzstzils attached).

-=- Further ccnsolidation of energy related agencies presents the
danger that the priority assigned to development of nuclear weapons may
sufier. - ) . -

-- Objectives are to ensure that the focus of the Weapons Complex
remains nuclear weapons, to ensure that the complex continucs to attract
and hold top-caliber personnel, and to ensure thzt the Weapons Labora-
tories meaintain their present independence and objectivity on the brezadth
of their technical and supporting research pragrams.

-- Alternatives that require fuller study are:
o Retzin the Complex in 2 new Energy Department with special
organizational measures to ensure undiminished weapons priority,

o Transfer the Complex to DoD with equivalent measures.

o Transfer the Complex to a new independent agency.



THE SECRUETANRY o7 DEFRNLL
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15 JM 1376

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PREGIDENT

SUBIECT: Depariment of Defense Raconumendatisn of the Management
and Funding Alternative for ERDA Militery Application and
Restricted Data Functions

- [3

In accordance with Section 307(b} of the Energy Rexrganization Act cf
1974, the Depariment of Defense (DoD) has collaborated with the Energy
Research and Development Administration (ERDA) in the conduct of 2
thorough review of the desirability ard feasibility c¢f transferring to the
DoD or other federal agencies the functions of the Administrator, ERDA,
Tespecting military application and restricted data. An ERDA report of
this review is being forwarded to you by the Admizistrator. ...
Three military applications of atomic ¢cnergy were 2t issue, in addition
to the question of Resiricted Data generation and control:

-~ The Nuclear Weapqns Program

-- The Naval Reactors Program ' ' A
-~ Space Nuclear Power Systems

ard to the weapons program, the primary fuzus of the study, I concur
management and funding be retained within ERDA far the prescnt. Som
administrative chbanges in the pragram are desirable which will incrzass
the visibility of the weapons program within ERDA and minirnize penaltics

to the weapons program caused by funding competiztion between weapons
and cnergy progratns. )

&

Thus, I recommend that we adopt Munagement Allernative £2 as defined in
the study. A separate budget identification and doliar cciling sct for the
nuclear weapons program would properly elevate ti= compelition for resources

- Yyre - - - St
- "?"f"‘ R ] n bad 2
Wd  QYeY



above the arcucy level and Lo a lovel whewe all federal tnutitulions compate,
In (hie conncation, I support the proposed provision to inchiade full ERDA
coshs on o nonadditive basis for cach 1najor nuclear weapon systarn in 2ob
budget and cost reporting submissions. This shousld allow beller congres-
sional visibility on the matler,

I 2iso recommend no changes on the othcr aspects of ERDA4's program for
the [ollowing reasons:

-~ Naval Reactor Program, The beneficial aspects of the program's

. close ties to 1IDA!'s overall reactor research and development effoxt

should be mzaintained; and the relatively smeall budget impact ($250M)
does not justify management or Iunumg cLa.r.ge...

- .
'Y L]

-~ Space Muclear Systems. While this program suppoxts DoD earth-
orbital space cfforts, the program involves. only $31M and is 85 percent

oricnted to civilian applications.

-= Restricted Data (RD} Control, It is prudent to continue the RD
b P
system to resirict accass to sensitive atomic energy information having

ailitary implications. However, it is sensible for the RD basic responsi
- bility functions to remain with ERDA's National Sccurity program mznage~

ment while mauintaining the system of joint ERDA~DoD revicew and determina tm-
on specific classification matters.

- Since its inception, the weapons program has been extraordinarily successful

in achicving and maintaining technoloyical excellence. Under the Alomic
Encrgy Commission, the nuclcar weapon complex established 2 record of
quality and on-~time delivery of nuclcar weapons to the DoD. Dual agency
judgment and responsibility for safety, security, and control of nuclear
weapons has worked well and clearly served the best intercsis of the natien
and both agencics. The confidence and high reliability demanded of our
nuclecar weapon inventory has been enhanced through the concept of compen
tition and inter~laboratory peer review between twao nuclear physics
loboratories without unnecessary.cost in overlap and redundancy.

.1 have some concern, however, zbout the longer term vizbility of the

weapons program under ERDA. The nuclear weapons budget is now roughly
20 percent of ERDA's overall budgat., Top management atiention to the
cxpanding encrgy program may .lead to erosion of weepons priority =ad

_funding in the future. We are sceing the reassignment of top taleni from



-

the vvanpons program to epergy matiors aithin the wvenpons laborstorien,
CWhite this raight be o shorb-terny elfeel, 1 beliewe v nist watels 3L with
extrorne cave. Dopcfully, we will sce Lome positive aspeels, such as

new 12lent comning into the cnergy progo.a: and moving into the weapoens
arca, due to the unique technical chalicnge presented by weapons design
and development. ‘ ’

Since only one year has clapsed Letwect ihe merging of energy and weapous
prograins, Iproposc that'the manngc:ntczuf question bz examined again within
two or threc years by ERDA and DoD to determine if ancther formal revicw ‘
"is warvanted. This will allow us to more fully assces ite hopacet of the
compcring demands of encrgy programs oA WSapons dovelopment and pro-
duction. b

" Our review of the rmclcar weapons program and its coatinned bmporiance to
the national security of the United States has been teneficinl, I recommend
that you forward the raport to the Congress endorsing the provisions of
Management Aliernative #2 and the above views on Maval Reactors, Spzce
Nuclear Sysiemis and 2D matters, '

A A A =
/

o /



- : CRITICAL ISSUE EIGHT

Organizational Placement of Military Application and Restricted Data
Functions which are now ERDA Responsibilities

BACKGROUND

During Congressional consideration of the Energy Reorganization Act of
1974, considerable concern was expressed over the appropriateness of
ERDA retaining the military application and restricted data functions
previously vested in the Atomic .Energy Commission. Some in Congress
viewed these functions (principally those associated with development
and production of nuclear weapons) as more appropriate for placement
in the DOD, and indicated a concern that these functions would detract .
from ERDA's ability to carry out its demanding energy R&D mission.
Others in Congress and in the nuclear science community expressed
concerns that a transfer of the nuclear weapon functions to DOD would
inadvisably terminate what had proven to be a sound organizational
partitioning of responsibilities for safety, security performance and
military operational characteristics, would risk degrading the organi-
zational and operational structures that had demonstrated a highly
successful performance record for more than two decades, and decrease
natural opportunities for beneficial technological interchange between
weapon and nonweapon programs. The jssue was formally addressed by
Section 307(b) of the Energy Reorganization Act, which required that
the Administrator, in collaboration with the Secretary of Defense,
conduct a comprehensive study of the feasibility and desirability of
transferring ERDA military application and restricted data functions
to the DOD or other Federal agencies. The military application functions
consists of the nuclear weapons program, the naval reactor program-and
space nuclear power systems.

The study required by Section 307(b) was completed ¥n January 1976. The
Secretary of Defense, in a memorandum to the President, concurrad in the
Administrator's recommendations. Essentially, the report recommended
that ERDA retain responsibility for its nuclear vweapon functions as wall
as other military related functions and restricted data, and recommended
certain improvements in regard to organization and budgeting information,
namely that: o

1. OMB establish a separate budget activity (Title) for the ERDA
weapons program, providing budget target ceilings, budget re-
views, and appropriations separate from those of othar programs
in ERDA.

2. DOD revise its nuclear weapons budget and cost reporting
submissions to Congress to include, on a non-add basis,
additional detail of the ERDA costs associated with each new
nuclear weapon Or weapon system.



2

3. 1f DOD or ERDA concluded, following 2-3 years of experience,
that this arrangement needs to be reconsidered, the President
could direct an update of this study and its recommendations.

The Secretary of Defense, in his concurring memorandum to the President,
had placed emphasis on the importance of a reexamination of the manage-
ment question after 2-3 years of experience. In forwarding the Report
to Congress in May 1976, the President endorsed the recommendation
regarding costs reporting and management reexamination and stated the i
recommendation to establish a separate target ceiling would be taken

in consideration in the preparation of future budgets.

|
|
Concerns Related .to Current Energy Reorganization Considerations !

1974, that while ERDA assumption of AEC military application functions was
acceptable, DOD would need to conduct a detailed study before evaluating |
the desirability of placing these functions in a broader organization I
than the current ERDA organization. DOD concern was specifically with i
respect to the weapons program and the need to retain its current }
f
i

The DOD testified during hearings on the Energy Reorganzation Act of o /

priority in any new parent organization, that management of weapons
research, development, testing, production, surveillance, and maintenance
be conducted by a single organization and that the existing nuclear weapons
laboratory structure be preserved. This reflects the view that it would
be more difficult for the weapons program to receive appropriate manage-
ment attention and priority in a more diverse, multipurpose organization,
This suggests a reconsideration would be necessary of the proposal to
transfer the weapons functions to DOD or to a new Federal agency.

In the case of a transfer of nuclear weapons responsibilities to D8D, the
principal factors or concerns are as described in ERDA-97. DOD placement
would appear to insure undiminished high priority and responsiveness to
Defense needs. The possible adverse impact of the weapons program on the
energy mission might likewise favor this option. On the other hand,
there would be concerns about {a) providing a substitute for dual agency
judgments on matters of safety and security; (b) means of retaining i
substantial interlacing and effective association of nuclear scientists j
in the weapons complex with the broader community of nuclear scientists

in universities and national laboratories, to insure that U.S. nuclear
weapons technology is based on the most current advances available in

. nuclear science; and {c) preservation of a close association between

advanced nuclear weapons technology and energy RD&D programs so that

each can benefit from advances in the other.

Another generic Opfion is establishment of a new independent agency to
assume responsibility for ERDA nuclear weapon functions, and possibly
weapons-related nuclear high technology R&D activities as well. Such



an approach would have to be considered in the event DOE, DENR, or
DOD placement were all judged to be undesirable. There are serious
questions, however, regarding the viability of a relatively small
agency, and the mechanisms for interlacing the new agency with the
DOD and the successor to ERDA.

Alternative Presidential Positions on Critical Issue 8

Should the President decide to endorse either Alternative 2 {DENR) or

3 (DOE), there are several alternatives for dealing with the question
of organizational placement of the nuclear weapons functions in his
public announcement of the reorganization. - The general nature of the
alternatives and their advantages and disadvantages are discussed below.

Alternative 1 - The President to state the critical importance of the
nuclear weapons program and complex to National Security and to recognize
the importance of organizational placement of these ERDA functions, but
simply indicate that "the President has directed the DOD and ERDA to
Jointly review the matter and to provide their recommendations to him

by a certain date.” This alternative would fulfill the minimum
objective of publicly recognizing the importance of the matter, would
provide time for a careful study, and would be an acceptab]e approach

to. DOD and ERDA.

Alternative 2 - State that it is the President's intention that the _
nuclear weapons function be transferred to the DOD, and indicate that
actions would be taken to insure minimum adverse impact on the function
by the transition and that, though the nuclear weapons complex will have
as its primary purpose the nuclear weapons program, use for DENR (or DOE)
work can be accomplished as agreed between the SECDEF and Department

Secretary. -

This alternative would be édvantageous insofar as it would reduce
speculation regarding the transfer. It may also be looked upon as a
constructive step towards limiting the diversity of the new energy entity.

Alternative 3 - State that it is the President's intention that ERDA
nuclear weapons functions be transferred to a new independent agency to
avoid the undesirable consequences of a transfer to either the DOD or

a2 new energy entity, and that features have been identified to insure
viability of the new agency and to minimize adverse impact on the

nuclear weapons program.

The advantage of this approach is that it would clearly avoid the concerns
which exist regarding transfer to either DOD or a DENR. Concerns related
to viability of a new agency may still eixst, however, and it might be
argued that insufficient consideration had been given to alternative
solutions in adoption of this approach.




ISSUE: What recommendations should DoD make on congressional committee
oversight functions for the DoD nuclear weapons programs as legis -
lated by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended?

-- Section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, requires
that the DoD keep the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy fully and currently
informed with respect to 21l matters within the Department of Defense relating
to the development, utilization, or application of atomic energy.

-- In fulfilling this requirement of the law, the ATSD(AE) has provided a
wide range of information to the JCAE, as illustrated hereunder. Most is
classified information vital to the national security, and includes Restricted
Data (RD), Formerly Restricted Data (FRD), and Critical Nuclear Weapons
Design Information (CNWDI). Information on weapon stockpile quantities, de-
ployments and other military uses of atomic energy are routinely provided.
The JCAE, in compliance with the Atomic Energy Act, has provided special
storage facilities and security me asures to protect and safeguard this sensitive
information.

-- Other committees have held hearings on nuclear weapons security, develop
ment programs, deployments, and employment doctrine. Additionally, the
General Accounting Office (GAQO}, Surveys and Investigative Staff (S&I), and
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) have conducted surveys and studies on
nuclear weapons rnatters.

-- A summary of the activity outside the JCAE arena is attached.

-- Of immediate concern to the DoD is assuring that, whatever congres-
sional restructuring takes place, committee responsibilities include adequate
protection of nuclear national security information and a well defined focus
on nuclear weapon programmatic matters.

-- New legislation to replace or modify the Atomic Energy Act may be
necessary early in the 95th Congress. Some possible legislative alterna-
tives are furnished.



INFORMATION PROVIDED TO CONGRESS (JCAFE) BY DEFENSE

Currently, ATSD(AE) provides the following to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy (JCAE) in compliance with the Atomic Energy Act of 1954:

--Events as they occur:

o Notification of security violations involving NATO ATOMAL
information documents.

o Changes to statutory determinations which are required for
release of atomic information to NATO and/or NATO members.

o Reports of nuclear security surveys, or accidents/incidents
involving nuclear weapons or their storage sites.

o Review of testimony transcripts and provision of additional
information for either the record or in reply to specifically
addressed questions.

—-Recurring reports:

o The Defense Nucleaf.Agency (DNA) annual report on nuclear
- weapons technology (DNA-49M) and DNA. annual nuclear test
summary (DNA-170M). : '

o Quarterly reports, including:

——-Portions of the DNA stockpile report to include US sovereignty,
foreign sovereignty and location sequence showing type, loca-
tion, coordinates, supported force, and quantity. ‘

---Summary of ATSD(AE) activities, briefly describing develop-
ments for the preceding quarter and furnishing additional
background information as required.

---Essential elements of Nuclear Weapons Deployment and
Stockpile plans.

——Other information is frequently provided on a one-time basis, as
required. For example:

o Nunn Amendment report, "The Theater Nuclear Force Posture in Europe."
o DoD Nuclear Weapons Security Manual (DoD 5210.41M).
o "Nuclear Weapons Security Primer"

o Responses to JCAE member or staffer queries.



ACTIVITY OUTSIDE OF THE JCAE
1973-1976

SENATE

Armed Services Committee (to include subcommittees):
1973 - nuclear AFAP development, collateral damage
1974 - developmental systems (MK12A, SRAM, Trident, 8—inch)
1975 - status of NATO TNF report required by PL 93-365 (Nunn Amendment)
1976 — physical security of nuclear weapons, employment policy

Foreign Relations Committee (to include subcommittees):
1974 - energy reorganization '
— US nuclear weapons in Europe and their relationship to the con-
ventional and strategic forces of the Alliance (NATO strategy)

1975 - stockpile composition including details omn offensive and defensive
strategic and tactical systems and warheads and also stockpile
megatonnage

) - flexible response strategy, targeting and collateral damage

1976 - DoD witnesses concerning first use of pnuclear weapons and preserving

responsible controls

Banking and Currency Committee (to include subcommittees):
1974 - sale of reactors to Egypt and Israel

Appropriations Committee (to include subcommittees):
1974 — AEC(ERDA) Budget, test programs relating to SRAM, B61-2 and Lance

-~

37USC OF REPRESENTATIVES

Armed Services Committee {(to include subcommittees):
1973 - tactical nuclear weapons effects
- nuclear AFAP development
1974 — AEC(ERDA) test program--advanced systems, in detrail, to include
MX12A, B77 (FUFO), Trident and 8" AFAP

Appropriations Committee (to include subcommittees}:
1974 - AEC(ERDA) test program to include MK12A, SRAM, YL.ance, B" AFAP,
Trident and B6l
1975 - AEC{ERDA) national security program to include B61, SRAM, Lance,
Trident, MK12A, tactical nuclear weapons, international agree-
ments and off-continent test readiness capabilities
- tactical nuclear weapons development, deployment and security
- S8&I staff investigation review of tactical nucl ear weapons to
include the development, deployment and rationale involved




information and systems under
M, Lance and B61-3 and 4
ts of tactical nuclear weapons

1976 - ERDA supplemental budget
development to include SRA
. review of overseas deploymen

International Relations Committee
1976 - export controls and nuclear proliferat

ion

Congressional Bﬁdget Office
1976 - review of NATO thea
and employment doctrine and strategy

ter nuclear force modernization program



LEGISLATIVE ALTERNATIVES

-- Retain the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to oversee the nuclear
weapons programs only; energy responsibility would pass to other committces.

-- Assign oversight of the nuclear weapons programs to the Armed
Services Committees (SASC and HASC).

-- Create new subcommittees within the SASC and IIASC to oversee the
nuclear weapons programs.

-- Create a new joint committee made up of SASC and HASC members
to oversee the nuclear weapons programs.

-- Move the ERDA nuclear weapons budget authorization to the House -
Appropriations Defense Subcommittee from the Public Works Subcommittee.
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ASSTISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PUBLIC AFFAIRS)

The attached documents represent all of the issue
papers prepared by the ASD(PA) for the Ford-Carter
Transition Team. There have been no deletions or
omissions from these documents.
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STARS AND STRIPES

SUBJECT/ISSUE: To develop new concepts for the manage-
ment and operation of Furopean and Pacific Stars and
Stripes to assure continued publication of the newspaoers
on a financially viable, cost effective basis.

BACRGROUND: European and Pacific Stars and Strioes are
operated as non-appropriated fund activities. Heretofore,
both newspapers have operated at a profit, with a large
percentage of the earnings turned over to the respective
welfare funds. European Stars and Stripes continues to
operate at a profit. However, Pacific Stars and Strives
(PS&S) has incurred an operating loss of over 52 million
since 1973. 1Inflation, rising costs, currency revalu-
ations, Japanese labor market, and reductions and
redeployments of forces have seriously undermined the
financial viability of PSsS. The first Six months of

CY77 are critical months for PSsS. Managemnent actions
have been initiated and, if successful, results should

be realized during this six-month veriod. Management
actions include, but are not limited to: conversion to
cold-type printing operation; computerization of adminig-
trative functions; implementation of 1976 Army Audit Agency
recommendations; increased market area sales for books ana
magazines; and a further reduction of personnel.

DOD POSITION: To monitor effectively and assist U.sS.
Pacific Command, and the Pacific Stars and Stripes to
stabilize the PS&S operation and operate on a profit-
sharing basis.” P5&S is regarded by commanders as one of
the most important instrumentalities for maintaining a
high state of morale among their personnel. As long as
sizeable U.S. forces are deployed overseas the need for
a newspaper like PS&S will remain. Use of av r-opriated
funds may be considered if necessary to insure continued
operation of the newspaper.




DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PERIODICALS

SUBJECT/ISSUE: Establish policy guidance and management
controls for Department of Defense periodicals.

BACEKGROUND: There is Congressional interest in this
subject by both” House and Senate Appropriations Committees.
An annual report is required by the Senate Appropriations
Committee. 1In January 1971, the GAO began a review of ]
DoD periodicals. It fourd :that adequate procedures, did
not exist for controlling and preventing duplication and °
proliferation of periodicals. The issue also surfaced

in the press. On January 31, 1972, the SecDef directed
ASD (Comptroller) and ASD (Manpower and Reserve Affairs)
to begin an audit, review ard evaluation of DoD periodi-
cals. A Periodical Evaluation Task Force was established
to conduct the review. The task force submitted its re-
port on September 1, 1972, and was approved by the Secre-
tary. Major recommendation was the assignment to ASD
(M&RA) the responsibility for establishing quidelines and
management controls governing DoD periodicals. This re-
sponsibility was transferred to ASD (Public Affairs) with
the transfer of IAF functions to ASD(PA) in February, 1976.
From September 1972 thrcugh the end of fiscal year '75,
the number and total annual cost of DoD periodicals has
been reduced substantially, as shown:

As of: No. of Periodicals fTotal Annual Cost
September 1972 1,402 $17.2 million
June 30, 1975 653 $15.7 million

DoD Directive 5120.43, Department of Defense Periodicals,
was issued in Septemker, 1973, to establish DoD policy
and guidance. The DoD Periodicals file is computerized
and reports are required every other year. Next report-
ing date: as of October 31, 1977.

DOD POSITION: It is the DoD position as set forth in the
Secretary's memorandum of September 16, 1972, to initiate
appropriate corrective acticn, including the development
of guidance and management controls, governing Department
of Defense periodicals.
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HUMAN GOALS

SUBJECT/ISSUE: Announced by Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird August 18, 1969, the Human Goals Credo describes
five basic goals to be observed by the Department of
Defense in recognition of the individual needs, aspira-
tions and capabilities of its military and civilian
members.

BACKGROUND: The documént has been reaffirmed and signed
by each succeeding Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary.
of Defense, Service Secretary, and the members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. '

DOD POSITION: Upon reaffirmation and signature of the
newly-appointed Secretary of Defense and his staff,. the

"document will be printed and distributed to Department

of Defense installations worldwide.



AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES

SCBJECT: Develop a DoD Integrated Audiovisual
Equipment Inventory

BACKGROUND: Within the Department of Defense, audio-
visual equipment ranges in complexity from simple
manual devices to highly sophisticated systems. No one
to date has been able to identify total DoD assets in
terms of gquantities, types, and acquisition costs.

To correct this problem, a plan was developed to gather
individual equipment inventory tapes from the Services
and by extraction of selected data elements, develop

an integrated eguipment inventory of DoD assets. The
Services were tasked to provide copies of their existing
inventory tapes to the Directorate for Audiovisual

- Activities (DAVA).

It was discovered that not all Services maintained
a central inventory of in-use world-wide assets,
although they do maintain inventory information on
warehouse assets.

The information contained in inventory tapes submitted
varied greatly. The premise that any accounting system
would contain basic information such as stock number,
nomenclature and price proved invalid. Although all
Services have not submitted inventory tapes, it is
becoming apparent that unless the Services modify

the information contained in their respective inventories,
an integrated equipment inventory file is impossible.

As an interim measure, audiovisual activities are being
tasked to provide total dollar acquisition costs of
assets by Federal Supply Class. This information will
be provided as part cf the Arnual Facilities PReport.
For the first time, we will be able to provide valid
cost data although we will still lack specifics on
equipment.

DOD POSITION: Effective management of the LoD audio-
visual inventory requires that a current and accurate
data base which shows the location, quantities and cost
of all end-items of eguipment be maintained and made
available to DoD management. This information will
assist in developing equipment utilization standards in
conjunction with facilities utilization criteria in
areas of procurement, retention ard reallocation of
equipment.



AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES

SUBJECT: Standardized Audiovisual Producting
Contracting

BACKGROUND: Past management studies indicate wide-
spread dissatisfaction with the Government's current
audiovisual production contracting program. Commer-
cial producers as well as many Government users are
critical of the present program, which permits each
agency to use its own forms, procedures, and poli-
cies in contracting for productions.

In furtherance of the responsibilities assigned to

the Federal Audiovisual Committee, Office of Federal
Procurement Policy (OFPP), the Department of Defense
was.requested to lead an effort to develop a uniform
audiovisual procurement: system-for use.by all:Federai-:_
ageqpiesmrﬁTheAprqposadasYstemyadevelopedLbySthejg
Directorate for: Audiovisual:Activities’,-0Officéiof -In-T+-
formation for the.Armed:Forces;-was published.in the -
Federal Register in August 19767+ The: comments-and=-
suggestions received from a wide segment of the ‘indus-. - -
try and from Government will be consolidated and pre-
sented to the Federal Audiovisual Committee before

the end of 1976 for development of final recommenda-
tions. The Committee's decisions wi'l be incorporated
into a revised proposal by the OFPP Audiovisual Con-
tract Group, Directorate for Audiovisual Activities,
for review and approval by the OFPP.-

"DoD POSITION: The implementation of a standard and
simplified procedure which embodies good business
practice and is necessary for improved audiovisual
procurement is in the best interest of the Department
of Defense. This is an issue which is important and
should receive the personal attention of the Assist-
ant--Secretary-of Defense. (Public Affairs). . The pos--.
sibility for substantial dollar savings- is great,...
but care must be taken to assure that the Department
receives a quality product in a very competitive
industry:--



DIRECTORATE FOR AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES
AUDIOVISUAL ACTIVITIES

SUBJECT: Development of a Plan for DoD Which Meets
the Objectives Established by OMB and 0SD

BACKGROUND: The Department of Defense recently
completed a draft report in response to a study
entitled Review of Audiovisual Facilities in the
Washington, D.C., and San Bernardino, California,
Areas written in December 1975 by the Federal Audio-
visual Committee.

The plan reflects ongoing and planned actions of the
Military Services and DoD Agencies for consclidation
and elimination of facilities and adds other actions
required to meet OMB and OSD objectives, including
completion of evaluation of facilities according to
OMB Circular A-76 and conversion to use of private
sector support where indicated.

The process of coordination of the first draft of
the plan has proven more refractorv than anticipated,
delaying the replies from the DoD components. The
complexities of the plan and in its coordination
have indicated the need for cocordination of a second
draft. '

The responses to the second draft of the plan are

due back to OASD(PA) by January 24, 1977. A lack of
unanimity in the DoD components' positions is expected
even after the second cycle of coordination.

DOD POSITION: The responses from the Military Depart-
ments will be made by the Secretaries. A determination
of the DoD position on the parts of the plan on which
concurrence has not been reached nust be made prior

to writing the final plan for DoD. A decision on
these points by the Secretary of Defense may be
necessary. The final plan is due to OMB in early
April, 1977.



ISSUE

Subject: Alternatives to the Joint Civilian Orientation Conference
(Jcoc)

Background: The JCOC is a week-long tour of selected military instal-
lations (in the continental U. S.) and the Pentagon. Civilian opinion
leaders participate - at the invitation of the Secretary of Defense.

'-The program was established in 1948. There have been one or more con-
ferences per year since then? except in 1961, 1971, 1975, and 1976.

Participants are selected from nominees submitted by elements of DoD, -
former participants, and -— occasionally -- Members of Conmgress. They
arrange for their own transportation to the initial site on the tour
and from the termination point (Washington, D. C.) to their homes.
They also pay in part for the costs of food, lodging, and incidental
expenses while on tour. ’

While on the tour, the participants are transported by military air-
craft. OASD(PA) has budgeted for the costs of the aircraft and the
transportation of the military escort personnel.

After Leviews of the 1970 and 1972 tours, the General Accounting Of-
fice reported that DoD did not account for all of the costs properly
attributable to the program. (For 1970, DoD estimated the costs at
$14,000, the GAO at $80,000; for 1972 the estimates were, respectively,
$17,000 and $35,000.) 1In its 1970 report the GAO said it was unaware
of any statute that would preclude DoD from incurring the costs of

the tour programs or that would require DoD to recover the full cost
from the invited participants.

Present status: The Directorate for Community Relations, OASD(PA),
is evaluating other means of communicating with key opinion leaders
from a diversity of occupations and geographical locations. The ob-
jective is to develop a less expensive program. Now under considera-
tion is a proposal to conduct four—-day seminar programs in the Penta-
gon at which participants would be exposed to the workings of the 05D,
Joint Staff, and headquarters of the Military Services. Participants
would be expected to provide their own transportation and living ex-
penses. DoD expenditures would be minimal.
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Subject: Credibility of the Departoeat of Difcenne
Background: Some menbers of the press and sore private citizens bLe-
lieve the Department of DNefense has been too secretive about itg

activities apnd insufliciently candid orn those occasions when it bos

" released information. Although complaints of lack of credibility

are now heard less infrequently than in years past, some people
seem to harbor a lingering doubt about the statements of Depariment
of Defense spokespersons. The Vietnas war experience, the aura of
Watergate, and distrust of the "military-industrial complex" have
militated against acceptance of DoD arzuments supportive of Defense
prograns. After 1973 the weight of press and public criticism ap-
peared to shift from doubts about truthfulness to doubts about
openness.

Menbers of the OASD(PA) staff who deal with news media
representatives on a continuing basis sense that, during 1976, there
has bean a2 significant lowering in the level of distrust on the part
of many or most of those representatives.

DoD Position: National security depends upon the support of an in-
formed public. We recognize our obligation to provide to the public
as wuch information as possible about their Armed Forces and the ac-~
tivities of the Department of Defense. The attached statemant of
public informaticn principles provides for a free flow of informa-
tion to the press and the American people withi: the limitations
imposed by the requirements of national sscurity, the need to pro-
tect the lives of people in the military service, and the provisions
of the Privacy Act.

Each new Secretary of Defense should reaffirm our ad-
herence to those principles.

Attachzzent
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MEMO2ANDUN FOR Sacretaries of the ililitery Dopartoants

' Chaircen of the Joint Chiefs.of Staif
“pirector of Defense Resezarch and Engipcering
Assistant Secretarizs of D2fense

The Gecaral Counsel

Assistaats to the Secretary of Dzfense . R L
Directors of the Defense igencies ‘ o

© SUBJECT: Public Information _ .

To assure that tke American people are fully irformed zbout matters of .
pational defense, the Deparizeat of Defense will conduct its activities
in zn open mazaer, consisteot 2lways with the nsed for security aad
pertsonnal safery. It has been said that ours is a nation wnich is

- - guidad aad directed by the people, and that given 2ccess to inforzation
they will find their way tq right decisiops. ¥rom this it follows that
Government will serve us well only if the citizens are vell informad.
Jo 2ccordamca with the Freadom of ‘Inforrcatien Act, unclassified information.
other thazn that specifically examoted by tha Act, is to be readily
accassible to the public. As 2 Mazher of Congress, 1 was an 2dvorate
of the Freadon of Informaticn Act. As Secretary of Dafense, I reeffimm
y coc=itmeat to its inteat. The follcwing priaciples a2pply:

1. The Department’s first coacern must be the security of tle

United States and the salety of the mezn and vorea of the Aroe

Forces. Information which weuld adversely affect the nation's
. .security or endaager military personcel should not be discloszed.

2. Ko information is to be clzssified solely bscause disclosure
night result im criticisa of the D2parteeat. To avoid abuses,
the declassificatioa and classification criteria s=t forin

in Departzeat Directive 5200.1% will bz strictly ohsevved.

-~

4., Tha provisions of the Freadoz of Infermation fot (5 ESC 5523,
as amerd2d, oara to.be supporced Ju botn fetter and soi ol

{,. The Depavizmanr has o
rat t

a 2nd ticely information Lot wlang, Ludootd, v
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: azrivities so that tha pudlie, thz press, ~ul the Congress
1y assess and vadaostand propssils end porwerans. In ooug
ircreasingly idterdesandaa , 1 FRTIRI ’*gb‘“ﬂnr
th=t tha elazeats of patisnal nocerizy ant dolense strateg
be availcble to ‘aad undar ssful
recrult=ent . and ’"“Eﬁticﬂ s2rve All-

Voluntear Force 2lso require. that there be information
2vailzhle 25 to the Dzapartzent’s g J

. fore, vhen interested citizens rcquast défen:z information
and/or speakars, every rsasonatls e

respon51Ve. :

. R . . .
. . ) 3 R P .. . . R L e e 2 -
e, - L] . - R A -

T .5. Tha Deaa*:zant s resoon51bll__y to prov1dn the public with
- accurate, timely information oa its major progrezs will
requira, iz soza instacces, detailed public irformation
plaminz aed coordination within the Depzartmect acd with
other govertment agencies. The sole purposz of such
plarning and coordination is to expedite tha flow of 3nfo*~"‘
ration to thz public. o
Ezch addressae will review all. pertinzat policies and public.infor:ation -
pleaas to ipnsure prompt and cospletz cozpliance with these principlas. .
-Practices which do not meet tkes foregsiag: ch...eV1a'w111 be revisad or - -~
rescinded. : S w '
Tee Assistant Secretary of Dﬁfense (Public Affalrs) is rasporalble for
2dvisinz and assisting me in the fulfillment of thesez publlc 1vforzbt¢01

priceciples throughout the Dapartuent. ' i e




ISSUES FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DIFENSE (PUBLIC AFFATRS)

2. Issue: Frequency of rews briefings.

Backeround: By 1974, tha daily news briciirgs which had bz-n held
during tha Vietnam ¥War had dwindled to two pzr week. After wconths of
requssts, they were held almost daily until th= Spriog of 1975, ar «hich
tize they slowly dwindlad until Juna. Afrer that, they were h21ld ca =zn
averaze of once a month. This displeased a fav reporters. S=cretary Creener
began holding twe briefiwmgs a week and that has been true for all of 1975.
The Press Corps is very satisfied with this arrangzeo=ak.

The basic argumeer ip favor of such briefings from the Press polnt of

view is that this Departoent should be held publicly accountable on 2 - -
frequent basis in an open forum. There are reporters who would prefer ’
that there be mo briefing unless we have somethinz to announce.” Most,
however, like the idea of being a2ble to ask questions in a briefing on

a regular, planned basis. None of them would care for briefings more

than twice a week, unless there is a reasom for it.

DoD Position: 3rief1ngs are held Tueédays and Thursdays at lljo‘A.H._



SSUES FOR ASSISTANT SECRETAZY OF DEFENSE (PURLLE AFFALRS)

1. 1Issue: Release to the Press of d:ily calendars of Szocetary of
Defense, Deputy Sescretary of Defenswe, and Sorvice Secretarios.

Background: After repeated urging by two or thresz repurters over
a period of many wonths, it has hean thz policy to post thzue calendars.
Not all appointments are-shown, but appoiatments with fourz2ign diplomats,
nenbers of Congress, defense contractors, and others connected with DeD
affairs are listed. This has served to open up the conduct of public
business by senior Dapartmental cfficials.

DoD Position: Calendars are posted routinely each day in the
Pentagon press office. ’
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DTECT/IS007 s 1w Tor vii 3, wishle Nation. 3 Cor oL
Tor maplors o Srnnowsl of the Coard ond Deserve.
ESCRGEOU ™ e i tlonal Coomad sren for Enplovernr Surnort

-
0 the Cuntd and Fevsorve wos orrairnzlly esteblished au an
Ldvircory Commnittee in June 1972, by Presidertiol foocincea-—
nent. The Pationald Commitites was recharted as an Cperstionc
Comnittee in July 1975, under rrovisions of Dob Dircchive
5165.18. The National Committvse for Employer Suppe:rt
operates with a voluntary organizaotion consisting o (o)

A National Chairman, Mr. James 4. Reche, an individuval . -
of National Statve, former Chairiman of the Board ard

Chief Executive Officer of General Motors Corporation,

{(b) An Executive Committee of 21 members who are distinguicshed
leaders from industry, business, labor, media, government,
and other organizations, {(c) Field Operations Council -
sone 200 plus menmbers who are selected on a basis of out-
standing business and civic reputation who act as regional
and local contacts for the MNational Committee, (d) Military
Staff - The National Committee was originally staffed at

21 people in 1972. This stafif was reduced to 7 at the enrd
of FY 75.

d

1

f.

New concern has been expressed by the ASD(M&RA) and other
high level OSD maragers over the present manning shortages
within the Reserve Forces ané the projected further re—
duction in strengths because of poor retention rates being
experienced. ZXdditionally the: have expressed concern
over the noticeable trend amon: both public and private
employers toward a lessening of their support for employee
participation in the Guard and Reserve Prograrms.

DOD POSITION: Deputy Secretary Clements, in a meeting with
Mr. James M. Roche, National Chairman of the Employer
Support Ccmmittee reaffirmed the need for a strong Mational
Cecmmittee for Employer Support that could direct and conduct
a vibrant program to maintain awareness and public under-
starding, enlist support of employers, and encourage
employee participation in thz Gurard and Reserve. Secretary
Clements directed a memorandum be prepared specifying direct
action to accomplish the fulfillment of the reguirements

of the Committee for increassd mancower and funding resources
to carry out their charter eand mission.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE GENERAL COUNSEL

Although they do not fully conform to the definition of "issue
papers" as defined by U.S. News and World Report's letter of
December 14, 1976, the ten attached documents represent all issue
material furnished by the General Counsel for the Transition Team

of the Carter Administration. Eight of the issue papers are provided
without deletions. The remaining twe papers contain deletions as
specified below:

In the Briefing Paper entitled "Unionization of the Armed
Forces,'" which 1s attached to the December 17, 1976 memorandum
from Mr. Wiley to Mr. Herbits on that subject (Atch 9), all of
the last paragraph on page 2 (except the first sentence), which
paragraph continues on page 3, 1s denied. This material consti-
tutes legal advice and opinion in the nature of lawyer work-
product being provided by the General Counsel to the Special
Assistant to the Secretary and Deputy Secretaries of Defense and
to the Transition Team. As a result, it is denied as part of an
intra-agency memorandum under 5 U.S$.C. 552(b)(5) which would not
be avallable by law even to a party in litigation with the agency.
The Defense Department considers the Transition Team to be a part
of the Defense Department for purposes of recelpt of

documents under the fifth exemption. The legal advice therein
relates to policy alternatives which are still being consideréd
within the Defense Department regarding unionization of the armed
forces, and therefore the legitimate government purpose being
served by withholding the information is to protect legal advice
which is part of the deliberative decision-making process, and
release of which could inhibit that process.

At Attachment 10 is a memorandum dated December 22, 1976, pre-
pared by the General Counsel at the request of the Transition Team,
which outlines the "Pending Business" of the Office of the General
Counsel. All 24 pages are released, except for 27 sentences and

a portion of another sentence which are denied as described below:

1. The last three sentences on page 5 of the memorandum

are denied under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5) and (7)(a), (B), and (C).
These sentences constitute the legal judgment of the General
Counsel that certain allegations against Defense Department
employees required their being referred to the Justice
Department for investigation. Accordingly, they are denied
under 5 U.8.C. 552(b}(5) as heing a legal determination in an
intra-agency memorandum which would not be available by law
to a party other than a party in litigation with the agency.
Additionally, all three sentences are denled under 5 U.S.C.
552(b) (7)Y (A}, (B), and (C) as being information that is part
of a law enforcement investigatory record, the release of
which would interfere with enforcement proceedings, deprive
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persons of the right to a fair trial, and constitute an
unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of the persons
who are being investigated, but against whom no formal alle~
gations have been brought at this time.

2. A portion of the last sentence on page 6 of the memoran-—
dum (which continues on page 7) is denied under 5 U.S.C.
552(b) (5) as being an evaluation contained in an intra-

agency memorandum which would not be available by law to a
party other than a party in litigation with the agency.

The legitimate government purpose being served 1s that re-
lease of this portion could result in misunderstanding of this
issue by the public, who might construe this subjective -
evaluation to be fact, which in turn could hamper efforts

to resolve the 1ldentified issue.

3. The last sentence on page / and the first full sentence
on page 8 of tle memorandum; the second through fifth sen-
tences in paragraph 4 on page 8; the second sentence in para-
graph 5 on page 8; the last sentence in paragraph 5 on page 9;
the second sentence in paragraph 6 on page 9; the third and
fourth sentences in paragraph 8 on page 10; and the first two
gsentences in paragraph 9 on pages 10-11 are denied as exempt
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5), as being policy recommendations
contained in an intra-agency memorandum. Release of such
policy advice prior to its consideration and a decision by
the appropriate officlal would interfere with the delibera-
tive decision-making process of the Defense Department.

4. The last two sentences on page 1l are denied as exempt
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b){5) because they are an assesgsment of

a potential problem and an implied recommendation in an
intra-agency memorandum concerning the appointment of

military officers at the three- and four-star level, release
of which would interfere with the deliberative decision-making
processes of the Defense Department.

5. The last two sentences in paragraph 10 on pages 12-13 of
the memorandum and the last sentence in paragraph 11 on page
13 are denied as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b){(5) as being
policy recommendations and advice in an intra-agency memoran=
dum, release of which would interfere with the deliberative
decision-making process of the Defense Department.

6. The second sentence in paragraph 14 on page 14 of the
memorandum is denied as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b){5). It
is an evaluation and opinion concerning the so-called Arab



boycott as it ;elates to DoD activities, contained in an
intra-agency memorandum, release of which would interfere
with the policy-making functions of the Defense Department
on that issue.

7. The last sentence in paragraph 17 on page 16 and the last
sentence in paragraph 22 on page 19 are denied as exempt
under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). They are policy recommendations
contained In an intra-agency memorandum, release of which
would interfere with the deliberative decision-making proceas
of the Defense Department.

8. The last sentence in paragraph 26 on page 21 i{s denied
as exempt under 5 U.S5.C. 552(b)(5). It is an assessment of,
and opinion on, the possible impact of a lawsuit involving
Mead Data, and release would interfere with policy decisions
which must be made in how to deal with this problem.

9. The last two sentences in paragraph 31 on page 23 are
denied as exempt under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). The first sentence
constitutes a policy recommendation, release of which would
interfere with policies which are presently being formulated
within the Defense Department on whether to suggest changes

to these board procedures. The second sentence is lawyer
work-product which is presently being considered in connec-
tion with pending litigation, premature release of which

could interfere with the Government's position in that case.

The Initial Denial Authority for the above deletions is Mr. Robert L.
Gilliat, Assistant General Counsel.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SPECIAL ASSISTANT

SUBJECT; Transition Team - Request for Information and Fapers - .
November 27, 1976

In response to your memorandum of 29 November 1975, and
Mr. Steadman's memorandum of 27 November 1976, attached ars
the following briefs:

1. "The limits of Presidential powsr in the application of
force and/or the deployment of US Forces' (Attachment 1).

2. '"The authority 6&' the Secretary of Defenae in the deployment
and command of US Forces'' {Attacbhment 2).

3, "'Statutory restraint on the Secretary of Defense and/or
President to reorganization of DoD" (Attachment 3).

4. "Summary of DoD rules and regulations regarding conilicts
of interest.' - The standards of conduct directive has been
revised and will be published in the Federal Register for
public comment on Wednesday, 8 December 1976, The
proposed new regulation is attached at Attachment 4.

5, '""The status of outstanding programs to reintegrate Vietnam
draft evaders/deserters in US society including DoD estimates
of the number of persons in each category.' - A summary of
this program prepared in the Office of ths Assistant Secretary
of Defenss (Manpowsr & Resarve Affairs) is attached at
Attachment 5.

The thres other items ars under preparation.

¢ e IR - L . =
S e VI LU PRV U L AR o

Richard A, Wiley

Att:?mnta
cc: General Counsel Subject: Transition i
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

-

29 November 19706

MEMORANDUM FOR General Counsel (Attention: Mr, Neiderlehner)

SUBJECT: Transition Team - Request for Information and Papers

Attached from Mr. R. C. Steadman, head of the President-elect's
transition team for DoD, are a number of specific requests for
briefing/information papers in Ceneral Counsel areas of responsi-

bility.

As Mr. Steadman's memorandum indicates, he would like these papers
as soon as possible, and hopefully all within a week.

To the extent possible, responses to these specific requests should
be addressed in Section II ("Issues") of the briefing book requested
in my November 10, 1976 memorandum and due to my office by close of

business Friday, 3 December.
Stt%ﬁ Herbits

The Special Assistant

Attached
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The limits of Presidential power in the
application of force and/or the deploy-
ment of US Forces outside US territory

The legal limits of Presidential power are contained in
international law, US Constitutional law, and Acts of
Congress. :

The limits of international law are contained in rules of
general applicability, such as the UN Charter prohibition
on "the threat or use of force against the territorial in-
tegrity or political independence of any state, or in any
other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United
Nations," and customary international law limitations on
belligerent and neutral states, conduct of hostilities,
use of some kinds of weapons, etc. The limits of inter-
national law are also contained in Treaties and executive
agreements to which the US is a party but which are not

of general applicability, such as the OAS Charter pro-
hibition on intervention "directly or indirectly, for any
reason whatever, in the internal or external affairs of
any other State, "and foreign base rights agreements which
limit the US right to deploy certain kinds of weapons, to
use the bases in the event of hostilities, etec. The
fundamental international legal limitation on the deploy~
ment of US forces outside US territory is the requirement
of the prior consent, tacit or express, of the territorial
sovereign.

The limits of US Constitutional law and Acts of Congress on
Presidential power in the application of force and/or the
deployment of US forces outside US territory have never been
fully determined or exhaustively compiled, although most
agree that such limits exist. A summary of the issues and
pertinent texts is set forth in the attached prepared state-
ment of the Acting General Counsel, DoD, for a Senate
Judiciary Subcommittee hearing scheduled for September 9,
1975 (the hearing was indefinitely postponed).

Special note should be taken of the War Powers Resolution
(P.L. 93-148, enacted on November 7, 1973 over Presidential
veto) which requires the President to report in writing to
the Congress within 48 hours after US forces are introduced,
in absence of a declaration of war (1) into hostilities or
into situations where imminent involvement in hostilities

is clearly indicated by the circumstances; (2) into the
territory, airspace or waters of a foreign nation, while
equipped for combat, except for deployments which relate
solely to supply, replacement, repair, or training of such
forces; or (3) in numbers which substantially enlarge United
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States Armed Forces equipped for combat already located in

a foreign nation. In case of a report in situation (1),

the War Powers Resolution requires the President to terminate
the use of US forces in such situation within 60 days, unless
the Congress has declared war or has enacted a specific
authorization for such use, has extended by law such &0-day.
period, or is physically unable to meet as a result of an
armed attack upon the United States. The 60-day period can
also be extended for an additional 30 days if the President
determines that unavoidable military necessity respecting

US forces safety requires their continued use in the course
of bringing about a prompt removal of such forces.
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The authority of the Secretary of Defense
in the deployment and command of US Forces

Article II, Section 2 of the US Constitution provides that
"The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several
States, when called into the actual Service of the United
States". Pursuant to title 10 United States Code, section
133, the President appoints the Secretary of Defense who "is
the head of the Department of Defense” and "is the principal
assistant to the President in all matters relating to the
Department of Defense."

Title 10 USC, sec. 133(b), provides that the Secretary of
Defense "has authority, direction, and control over the De-
partment of Defense" subject to (1) the direction of the
President, (2) title 10 of the United States Code, and (3)
50 USC, sec. 401. The last-mentioned section sets forth

the Congressional declaration of purpose in enacting the
National Security Act of 1947, as amended, including "to
provide for the establishment of unified or specified combat-
ant commands, and a clear and direct line of command to
such commands; ...[{and] to provide for the unified strategic
direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under
unified command, and for their integration into an efficient
team of land, naval, and air forces but not to establish a
single Chief of Staff over the armed forces nor an overall
armed forces general staff."

Title 10 USC, sec. 141, establishes the Joint Chiefs of staff
as "the principal military advisers to the President, the
National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense" and
requires the Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject to the authority
and direction of the President and the Secretary of Defense,
to "establish unified commands in strategic areas”. The Chair-
man of the JCS is appointed by the President pursuant to 10

- USC, sec. 142, to, inter alia, "preside over the Joint Chiefs

of sStaff"; however, "he may not exercise military command
over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the armed forces."
Title 10 USC, sec. 143, establishes the Joint Staff to per-
form such duties as the Joint Chiefs of Staff or the Chair-
man prescribes, but provides that the Joint Staff "shall not
operate or be organized as an overall Armed Forces General
Staff and shall have no executive authority.”

Title 10 USC, sec. 124, provides:
“{a) With the advice and assistance of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff, the President, through the Secretary
of Defense, shall -- : '
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(1) establish unified combatant commands
or specified combatant commands to perform
military missions; and

(2) shall prescribe the force structure
of those commands.

. "(b) The military departments shall assign forces
to combatant commands established under this section
to perform the missions of those commands. A force
S0 assigned is under the full operational command Lo
of the commander of the command to which it is assign-
ed. It may be transferred from the command to which
it is assigned only by authority of the Secretary and
under procedures prescribed by the Secretary with the
approval of the President. A force not so assigned
remains, for all purposes, in the military department
concerned. :

"{c) Combatant commands established under this
section are responsible to the President and to the
Secretary for such military missions as may be
assigned to them by the Secretary with the approval
of the President.

"{d)} Subject to the authority, direction, and
control of the Secretary, each military department
is responsible for the administration of forces
assigned by that department to combatant commands
established under this section. The Secretary shall
assign the responsibility for the support of forces
assigned to those.commands to one or more of the
military departments.”

The authority of the Secretary of Dafense in the deployment
of US forces is therefore: (1) derived from the authority of
the President as Commander in Chief and is subject to the
limits on the President's authority; (2) subject to the direc-—
tion of the President; {3} subject to the provisions of title
10 United States Code and other statutory provisions as well
as the availability of the necessary funds; and (4) executed
pursuant to (a) the unified command plan approved under title
10 USC, sec. 124(a), and (b) the assignment of forces to the
combatant commands by the military departments under title

10 USC, sec. 124(b). The authority of the Secretary of De-
fense in the command of deployed US Forces is subject to the
approval of the President pursuant to title 10 Usc, sec.

124 (c), and the exercise of that authority is subject to law-
ful limitation.
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29 November 1976 Memorandum Item No. 4:

"Statutory restraint on the Secretary of Defense and/or President
to reorganization of the Department of Defense. "

The general authority of the President to accomplish reorgani-
zations within the Exscutive Branch is covered in section 901 ff. of
Title 5 of the United States Code, This authority expired on April 1,
1973, Its renewal was requested by President Ford, but the request
was not acted upon by the Congress. President-Elect Carter haa
indicated that he will request a renewal of this authority.

In essence, a reorganization plan is a reverse legislative process
in that the President acts before the Congress acts. The President
formally submits his plan to the Congress, and if neither House adopts
a disapproval resolution within 60 days of continuous session of the
Congress, the plan becomes law. The process permits the establish-
ment of a cohesive organization which is not subject to legislative
amendment to accommodate special interests,

Extensive reorganization authority is vestad by current law in the
Secretary of Defense with respect to only the Department of Defense.
Section 125 of Title 10 (text attached at Tab A) provides a acheme for
the transfer, reassignment, consolidation, or abolition of any function,
powsr, or duty, subject to the same sort of disapproval authority as is
provided for in the Presidential Reorganization Act. With respect to -
either authority, the Reorganization Plan takes effect as law, unleas it
is disapproved by either House of the Congress. Sixty days of continuous
sesasion is prescribed for Presidential plans: and in the case of the
Secretary of Defense, a 30-day period for either Armed Services
Committes to act, plus an additional 40 days after a disapproval
resolution is reported from Committee.

An important difference between a Presidential Reorganization Plan
and a Secretary of Defense Plan is that the former may provide for appoint-
ment and pay of officers. It may also change the name of an agency. It is,
however, subject to some limitations, such as a prohibition against
creating a new Executive Department, or consolidating two Executive
Departments.

There is one additional authority vested by the National Sacurity Act
in the President with respect to'the Department of Defense. This is the
authority of the President to establish unified (more than one military
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service) or specified (a single military service) combatant commands,’

and the assignment of military forces and missions to these commands..
This authority is not subject to approval by the Congress except through-
the indirect medium of the appropriation process (text attached at Tab B).

Within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, there is the Secre- .
tary of Defense who is the head of the entire Department of Defense. Thas
National Security Act, as amended, provides for two Deputy Secretaries,
to perform such duties as the Secretary of Defense prescribes. There is
a Director of Defense Research and Enginsering whose duties are limifed
to research and engineering under 10 U.S,C, 135. There ars nine
Agsistant Secretaries of Defense of whom the duties of thwee are pre- )
scribed (or limited) by astatute:

1. Health Affairs;
2. Manpower and Reserve Affairs; and

3. Comptroller.

., The other six Assistant Secretaries perform such duties as the Secretary

of Defense may prescribe.

Although the six Assistant Secretaries perform such duties as the
Secretary of Defense prescribes, and although the alx are nomi